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Abstract
A  questionnaire was developed to classify adult trial court judges into four judging 
styles based on incentives, motives, and attributional patterns. The test of the 
measure was conducted on 105 second- and third-year law students (55 females, 50 
males) who were asked to pass sentence on two hypothetical cases and complete 
several attribution measures including causality, responsibility, and blame. It was 
expected that the questionnaire would find judging styles that would be correlated 
with the severity of sentencing and attributional patterns. A  principal components 
factor analysis with varimax rotation failed to confirm the existence of judging styles. 
No gender or year in school differences were found for the attributional measures 
or for the sentencing of the hypothetical cases. Possible explanations are discussed.
Differences in Judging Styles of Law-students 
and the Effect on Sentencing
Judging Styles 2
The various aspects of the court system have been studied at length in the 
field of political science and more recently in the field of psychology. One area of 
the court system that has been examined by political scientists concerns individual 
reasoning for entering law and more specifically, becoming a judge. Research in 
political science has shown that there are different reasons for entering politics 
(Payne, 1972; Payne & Woshinsky, 1972; Woshinsky, 1973). Payne and Woshinsky 
(1972) found that there were different political styles based on incentives for 
entering politics. Sarat (1977) found that four of these styles were applicable to 
judges and were correlated with sentencing practices.
Although psychology has not thoroughly investigated this area of the court 
system, it does suggest ways in which the political science research could be 
improved. For example, closed-ended scales might be more reliable than personal 
interviews conducted by people aware of the hypotheses, prospective studies might 
be better than retrospective ones. Several theories in psychology could serve to 
explain differences found in judging styles, such as incentive theory, motivational 
theories, and attribution theory. Possible reasons for becoming a judge could be 
related to distinctive motives, attributional patterns, and might be correlated with 
sentencing patterns. It is possible that the incentives for becoming a judge differ 
to the degree that judges could be placed into "judging styles" based on the 
individual incentives and motives, attributional and sentencing patterns. The 
present study intends to investigate possible judging styles and attributional and 
sentencing patterns from a social psychological perspective.
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Motivational Theories
Major theories of motivation are classified as those either dealing with 
exogenous or endogenous processes. Exogenous processes are motivationally 
relevant independent variables that can be changed by external agents.
Endogenous processes deal with process or mediating variables that are subject to 
modification only indirectly in response to variation in one or more exogenous 
variables (Katzell & Thompson, 1990).
M otive/need theory is an exogenous theory formulated by Katzell and 
Thompson (1990). This theory asserts that people have certain "innate 
propensities" to seek out or avoid specific kinds of stimuli. These propensities, 
otherwise known as motives or needs, influence behavior and are major 
determinants of performance. The individual behaves in a way that s/he feels will 
satisfy his/her needs and motives. For a single occupation there are possibilities of 
numerous different motives or needs within that occupation. In the context of a 
judge, if a person is a judge out of a sense of conscience, thinking that s/h e owes 
something to the community, the motives should be completely different from the 
person who becomes a judge as a political stepping stone. If the motives for 
entering the job are different, then it could be that the functions of that person in 
the courtroom differ also. A  person that is a judge out of a sense of obligation to 
society may take a more rehabilitative approach when sentencing, thus sentencing 
less harshly over all. In contrast, a person who becomes a judge as the first step in
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a political career may take a more punitive approach when sentencing, thus 
sentencing more harshly.
Incentive/reward theory is another exogenous theory postulated by Katzell 
and Thompson (1990). Incentives involve features of the work situation that guide 
the workers to associate certain forms of behavior with a reward. Conversely, 
disincentives are stimuli that elicit avoidance, such as a company policy that docks 
pay when employees are absent. Rewards are stimuli that satisfy one or more 
motives and thus elicit positive psychological states that serve to encourage and 
preserve the behavior that produced them. Incentives and rewards apply to all 
areas of life, and especially to the occupation of a judge. The incentives, motives, 
or perceived rewards are important to judges because they are responsible for 
making the decisions for society that affect many people’s lives, especially the life 
of the defendant. In order for judges to make these decisions effectively, they 
must make attributions about various aspects of the case, such as to the actions of 
the defendant.
Attributions and Sentencing
Attribution theory presumes that people search for the causes of events, 
especially if those events are unexpected (Kelley, 1971a, 1971b, 1972, 1973; 
Kruglanski, 1980, 1981). The underlying goal of the individual is to predict and 
control the events that are experienced. Knowledge is presumed to be affected by 
three epistemically relevant motivations: the need of structure, the fear of 
invalidity and the need of conclusional contents (Kruglanski, 1981). In this way,
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people are much like scientists, trying to understand the causal structure of the 
world. People gather data such as consistency and consensus information, apply 
causal rules, and use other contextual information to reach a rational decision. 
Attribution theorists are concerned with perceptions of causality, or the perceived 
explanations for a particular event’s occurrence. Attribution theory was first 
developed by Heider (1958) and dealt with the perceptual experience of the 
perceiver: Heider defined perception as the different ways we have of getting to 
know the environment, through direct perception and explicit inference. The 
perception of causality is an ascription imposed by the perceiver: causes are not 
directly observable, one can only infer about causality.
The causal attributions an outside person makes about a situation or the 
persons in that situation affect the perception of that person or situation. Heider 
(1958) was concerned with how people make judgements of causality in situations 
in which they are not involved. Attribution theorists propose there were two 
forces that enter into the production of action, personal (internal) and 
environmental (external). Personal forces may be divided into aspects such as 
ability, knowledge, attitudes, and other personal characteristics. Environmental 
forces can be divided into task difficulty, luck, opportunity, any other external 
influences. Heider (1958) theorized that the more the action appears to be under 
the immediate personal control of the person, the more responsibility will be 
assigned to that person.
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This same internal/external dichotomy is at the heart of the personality 
measure developed by Rotter (1966). Internal control is the perception that 
rewards are determined by skill (ability), whereas an external orientation indicates 
that reinforcements are perceived as decided by luck or fate. Weiner, Frieze, 
Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum (1971) noted that Rotter’s (1966) 
dichotomous explanation was incomplete and that additional dimensions of 
causality were required. Among the internal and external causes of behavior, 
some fluctuate whereas others remain relatively constant. Because the causes 
within an identical grouping (internal and external) differ in some respect, 
additional causal dimensions are needed to capture this dissimilarity. Concepts 
such as mood and fatigue are internal and unstable but they are distinguishable 
from effort which is also internal and unstable. Mood and fatigue are seen as 
being less voluntary than effort. A  third dimension called controllability was 
added by Weiner (1979) to address this issue. Within the internal dimension there 
are also controllable aspects such as amount of effort and uncontrollable aspects 
such as physical ability (Weiner, 1985). Therefore causality can be thought of in 
three dimensions: locus, stability, and controllability that are perceived on bipolar 
continua; internal-external, stable-unstable, controllable-uncontrollable.
How one person thinks and feels about another person, what one expects 
from that person, how one perceives another person, and how one reacts to that 
person are all involved in interpersonal relationships. The perceived attribution of 
responsibility to an individual will depend on the relative contributions of the
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person and the environment, the perceiver’s personality traits, and the cognitive 
set s/he takes when approaching the attribution task. If an individual makes 
internal, controllable, and stable attributions about negative actions of another 
person, the individual is more likely to place blame on that person than if the 
individual makes external, uncontrollable, unstable attributions about the negative 
action of the person. This is very relevant to the sentencing functions of a judge.
Intentionality and causes are aspects of criminal cases that judges must 
take into account in order to pass an accurate sentence. If a judge makes 
intentional, internal attributions about a defendant, the sentence is more likely to 
be harsh. Intentionality is related to the perception of responsibility. More 
responsibility will be assigned to the person for an intentional action than for an 
accidental event (Shaver, 1975, 1985). What the judge interprets as the causes of 
the offense directly affect the severity of sentencing. If the judge interprets the 
defendant’s actions as intentional then that judge may feel that the person 
deserves a harsher sentence than if the actions were unintentional. The manner in 
which judges make causal attributions could have a large effect on the sentencing 
practices. Attribution theory could be used to help explain the differences in the 
sentencing practices of judges. If the various incentives have an effect on the 
decision making processes of the judges then the methods of attribution could 
differ significantly. If the judge were to consider the causes to be external rather 
than internal, the sentence may be less harsh. If the judge were to consider the 
causes to be situational rather than personal, the sentence might also be less
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harsh. The attributional patterns of judges appear to be relevant to the decision 
making processes of judges.
Empirical Research In Psychology
Social psychological research on the legal process has included topics as 
diverse as jury stress (Feldmann & Bell 1991; Hafemeister, 1993), accuracy of 
eyewitness testimony (Kassin, Rigby, & Castillo, 1991; McAllister, Dale, & Keay, 
1993; Poole & White, 1994), the use of children as witnesses (Lepore & Sesco, 
1994; Powell & Thompson, 1994; Ross, Dunning, Toglia, & Ceci, 1990; Westcott 
& Davies, 1993), and the use of the elderly as witnesses (Deffenbacher, 1991). In 
comparison to the substantial amount of research that has been conducted on 
witnesses and juries, there is very little research on judges.
The only psychologically-based research that has attempted to impose a 
topology onto judges was conducted on Central Session judges by Smith and 
Blumberg (1967). These researchers studied objectivity in judicial decision making 
and established six different judicial role patterns for decision making based on 
the level of objectivity of the judge. These were the Intellectual-Scholar, the 
Routineer-Hack, the Political Adventurer-Careerist, the Judicial pensioner, the 
Hatchet-Man, and the Tyrant-Showboat-Benevolent-Despot.
Smith and Blumberg (1967) found one variable that varied with the 
decision-making dimension, the level of the court. Upper-level judges can be more 
concerned with the niceties and requirements of the legal system than are lower- 
level judges because the volume of cases is much smaller. The patterns of
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decision-making differed depending on whether the judge was appointed or 
elected, and if the term was for life or only for a set amount of years with the 
possibility of renewal. If the judge is elected or appointed for life then s/he will 
not have to be as responsive to the political climate as a judge that has been 
elected or appointed for a set term. The judge that has to be aware of the 
political climate must take this climate into consideration for every decision, 
whereas the judge that is appointed for life does not. Smith and Blumberg (1967) 
also found that work load of the Central Court was not evenly distributed among 
the six role patterns, and the productivity of the judge was correlated with the 
judicial role patterns. The Intellectual-Scholar and the Routineer-Hack styles 
disposed of much more casework than the other four styles. The styles were also 
found to differ in expectations of the job.
The expectations of the job may affect motivation and job performance. 
Hackman & Lawler (1971) conducted a study on motivation and job performance 
using 208 telephone employees from 13 different jobs. They described and 
measured occupation by four core dimensions (variety, autonomy, task identity, 
feedback) and examined whether the level of these dimensions had any effect on 
job satisfaction. They also measured the strength of desire for the satisfaction of 
"higher order" needs, such as feelings of accomplishment and personal growth.
They found that when a job is high on all four core dimensions, employees 
who desire higher order need satisfaction tend to have high motivation, high job 
satisfaction, and are absent from work less. The highest overall job satisfaction
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was associated with a high score on all four dimensions, and low job satisfaction 
was associated with low scores on the four dimensions. Individuals with strong 
desires for higher order need satisfaction respond much more positively to high 
level jobs than do individuals who have weaker higher order needs. The necessity 
for higher order need satisfaction depends on the perception of the job, and 
judges may have varying perceptions of their jobs and thus have different higher 
order need satisfaction.
Regardless of the higher order need, one aspect of a judge’s occupation is 
to make attributions about the defendant in the cases that s/he sentences. The 
prosecutor and defense attorneys in each case present arguments for their 
particular position. Both the prosecutor and defense attorney try to imply or state 
attributions about the various aspects of the case. What are the consequences of 
the statements? Wimer and Kelley (1982) conducted an experiment in which they 
placed participants into a two attributional conditions. They either provided the 
participants with attributions or did not. In the first group, the without-attribution 
condition, the participants read stimulus sentences and were asked to write causal 
attributions for the events described and complete a series of 44 rating scales of 
attribution. Participants in the with-attribution condition were asked to complete 
the same procedure but were also provided with experimenter-supplied 
attributions about the sentences. The dimensions of intentionality and 
controllability were found to be related to internal and external causal 
attributions. Intentional causes were seen as residing more within the person and
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also as having a greater degree of motivation. Controllable causes were see as 
more within the person’s conscious awareness and as having a shorter duration of 
time. By implication, this study indicates that the attributions that a judge makes 
could be directly related to the sentencing patterns of that judge.
One of the few empirical studies of the sentencing practices of judges was 
conducted by Konecni and Ebbesen (1982). They coded four sentence options; 
state prison sentence, county jail sentence, straight probation, and all others. The 
researchers also coded variables that were significantly associated with the 
sentencing decisions of judges, these were: type of crime, offender’s prior record, 
offender’s status between arrest and conviction (released on their own 
recognizance, bail, etc.), and the probation officer’s sentence recommendation. All 
other coded variables, such as; demographic characteristics of the offender, 
content of the offenders statement, employment and social history, and medical, 
psychological, or psychiatric information were not found to be significantly 
correlated with the sentencing practices of the judges.
To summarize the conclusions of Konecni and Ebbesen (1982), a) few 
factors actually influence the sentencing decisions and the decisions thus appear to 
be quite simple, b) offender’s employment history, family status, social 
background, and numerous other personal and psychological characteristics are 
not causally related to the sentencing decision, c) the sentencing hearing may 
actually serve no true purpose and may simply be a "show" for the public, because 
d) most judges use the same decision making strategies consistently on similar
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cases, thus the notion that there is wide sentencing disparity for a single judge is 
largely untrue, e) judges follow the prosecutor’s recommendation 80% of the time. 
The information found by Konecni and Ebbesen (1982) cast doubt on the 
common perceptions about the decision making power of judges.
To refer back to Smith and Blumberg (1967), the public perception can 
have an effect on the judge’s job in that if the judge is not appointed for life, s/he  
is subject to the political climate. The public evaluations of judges and their 
sentencing practices may effect the actual sentencing practices of the judges. 
Stalans and Diamond (1990) conducted research on the lay evaluations of 
criminal sentencing using potential jurors. A  large proportion of the general 
public feels that judges are too lenient, especially for burglary offenders. Stalans 
and Diamond (1990) examined the factors that contribute to this perceived 
leniency. They measured a) sentencing of the typical burglar, b) sentencing in 
response to a concrete cases, c) importance of each sentencing goal, d) beliefs 
about the causes of crime, and e) "misperception." The potential jurors could 
chose among five sentence categories: (1) fine, (2) straight probation, (3) 
probation with some months in jail, (4) probation with weekends and nights in 
jail, and (5) prison. The participants were asked about sentencing goals, given five 
options: (1) general deterrence, (2) individual deterrence, (3) rehabilitation, (4) 
punishment, and (5) incapacitation. The participants were also asked about their 
beliefs in the causes of the crime.
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Stalans and Diamond (1990) found that the majority of the respondents 
indicated that judges are "too lenient". Paradoxically, the majority of the 
participants did not recommend sentences as severe as the legal mandatory 
minimum, even though they felt sentencing was too lenient. These results suggest 
that citizens’ opinions were formed by their inaccurate impressions of the 
seriousness of actual criminal cases in addition to a lack of knowledge of actual 
judicial sentencing practices. The research indicates that the opinions of judicial 
leniency could be changed by providing respondents with an example of the 
typical case that comes before the court.
Just as people have perceptions of how severe the sentencing is for judges 
on the average burglary case, they also have perceptions or schemata about the 
crime itself. Farrell and Holmes (1991) found that the various court actors, such 
as the jurors, judge, and lawyers, internalize crime stereotypes as schemata and 
that those schemata provide a shorthand for information-processing in a system 
characterized by time and resource constraint. Crimes that fit the schemata are 
dealt with routinely, but exceptions require more consideration. The court actors 
are motivated to reinterpret the exceptions to correspond with their schemata.
This reinterpretation may either amplify or diminish the significance of the 
offense.
The previous studies have shown several elements that may affect 
sentencing practices, and many elements that one would expect to affect 
sentencing, but do not. Many studies have looked at the various aspects of the
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court case or the defendant, but no one has examined factors specific to the judge 
that may correlate with sentencing decisions. Political science researchers use 
what they also refer to as "incentive theory" to explain the differences. This use 
differs from the psychological use in that political scientists define incentives as 
the emotional needs that individuals seek to fill. Incentives can also be the 
satisfactions people gain through political participation (Payne & Woshinsky,
1972). Payne and Woshinsky (1972) refer to an incentive as one facet of the 
individual: a "salient emotional need." In social psychology, the term "incentive 
theory" is often taken to refer to the specific alternative to a cognitive dissonance 
theory view (Festinger, 1957) of attitude change (e.g., see Hovland and 
Rosenberg, 1966). The incentive to change one’s attitude occurs when one is 
rewarded for one’s public statements. For present purposes, however, the broader 
political science meaning of the term is more appropriate.
Political Science Research
Research on political motivation or incentives of elected officials began 
with a study by Payne and Woshinsky (1972). These investigators interviewed 
politicians in five western countries to identify possible incentives for entering 
politics. Each "incentive style" presumes to capture the essential motivational 
pattern behind political activity. Unlike Smith and Blumberg (1967), who used 
judicial objectivity to classify judges, Payne and Woshinsky (1972) used the 
incentives for entering politics and the various sources of enjoyment in the 
occupation to classify politicians into types. They found that politicians could be
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grouped into seven different incentive styles for policy making and political views, 
but only four of these incentive styles were found consistently in industrialized 
countries. The four types applicable to industrial countries were called obligation, 
program, game and status. In many jurisdictions trial court judges are elected 
officials, so one might expect to find comparable motivational patterns among 
trial judges.
The first type, the obligation participant, feels an obligation to complete 
the political position. The obligation participant seeks to satisfy a sense of duty; 
s/he sees being a politician as a chance to engage in ethically proper action 
(Sarat, 1977). Obligation types are presumed to have little respect for those who 
fail to meet their high standards and therefore they view most other political 
figures as immoral. They tend to view politics as a whole as alien and 
unrewarding and they enter public service rather reluctantly and depart quickly, 
retiring earlier than the other types. The second type, program, likes policy 
making, s/he enjoys learning about the environment, manipulating it, and solving 
the problems in it. The program types acknowledge their limits in understanding 
and recognize the need for continuous information (Payne, 1972). Game, the third 
incentive type, and program have much in common. They both enjoy the internal 
aspects of the system, but for different reasons. "The game type seeks 
intellectually stimulating competition with other men in structured situations 
requiring calculated strategy-planning" (Woshinsky, 1973, p. 5). The game type 
enjoys policy making for the aspects of the mechanism itself. For game types the
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interactions are the ends in and of themselves. The status type is the last of the 
four incentive styles mentioned previously. The status type seeks social prestige, 
s/he is constantly trying to enhance his/her stature in the eyes of colleagues 
(Woshinsky, 1973). Status types feel as if they are the all powerful ones who 
should be able to make the decisions without anyone else’s interference.
The expectation that these types would be found among judges as well as 
politicians was tested by Sarat (1977) when he conducted a series of interviews on 
American trial court judges. Once again, Sarat took many more variables into 
account when placing judges into types than Smith and Blumberg (1967) who only 
used the objectivity of the judges to classified judges. Sarat’s study involved state 
trial court judges in Wisconsin. Personal interviews were conducted with 48 county 
trial judges. Each interview was classified separately by three coders, the 
intercoder agreement was .81. In Wisconsin the trial judges handle both civil and 
criminal cases. Sentencing practices were determined by presenting judges with 
eight hypothetical cases and asking what sentence would be imposed on each case. 
For each case the judge was presented with a standard presentencing report form, 
with the exception that no recommendation for sentence was included (Sarat, 
1977). Sarat determined the severity of the sentence and then divided the 
sentencing options into four categories, with the scale anchored at (4) most severe 
and (1) least severe. The results showed sentencing practices to be related to the 
incentive styles of the judges. Because the four types enter politics for different 
reasons, the pattern of sentencing appeared different also.
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Obligation type judges, who are thought to have become judges for reasons 
of conscience, tended to have sentencing practices that were moderate but 
towards the severe side (Sarat, 1977). For obligation judges 14% gave the most 
severe sentence (4), 43% had a sentence severity of 3, 29% had a sentence 
severity of 2, and 14% had a sentence severity of 1.
Program type judges are thought to like policy making because it is a 
means to change within the system. Comparing the program type to other 
incentive types shows that the program type judge had served a relatively short 
time on the bench (8.8 years) (Sarat, 1977). The percentage of program judges 
attending out-of-state law schools was the largest of any of the judging types 
(28%). Most of program judges actively sought judgeship and have no intention to 
seek a higher position. Sarat (1977) found that program judges sentenced 
moderately but towards the lenient side. Among program judges 21% gave the 
most severe sentence (4), 21% had a sentence severity of 3, 37% had a sentence 
severity of 2, and 21% had a sentence severity of 1.
Game type judges are thought to enjoy the inner working of politics and 
value policy making for the aspects of the mechanism itself. It is the inner 
workings of the court that gives the game type his/her satisfaction. If the rules of 
evidence or procedure were broken then the game would be ruined. Sarat (1977) 
found that game judges tended to sentence the most leniently of the four types. 
Among game judges 17% gave the most severe sentence (4), 22% had a sentence
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severity of 3, 33% had a sentence severity of 2, and 28% had a sentence severity 
of 1.
The final type, status, is thought to be motivated by a need to prove to 
him/herself and to others that s/he is a valuable individual. S/he feels as if the 
court room is his/her personal property and no one else should make the 
decisions for that courtroom. For this reason the status type judge does not 
believe in compromise within the courtroom. Status judges tended to be young 
and to have attended in-state law schools. The average age for status was 41.6 
years, and only 11% attended out-of-state law schools. Most had held some prior 
political office (55%) and initiated their own candidacy (77%). Most status judges 
desire or intend to seek higher positions (66%). Sarat (1977) found that the status 
judges tended to sentence severely to moderately harshly. Among status judges 
22% gave the most severe sentence (4), 44% had a sentence severity of 3, 34% 
had a sentence severity of 2, and none had a sentence severity of 1.
Many variables affect why a person chooses to become a judge and how 
s/he exercises the authority of that position; goals, motives, attributional patterns, 
and incentives. The study of Payne and Woshinsky (1972) has given a good 
precedent for further study, set interview methods used are subject to influence 
from the researchers’ expectations. The interviewer started the interview with 
rather uniform questions, but as the interview progressed the interviewer did not 
follow any set format and allowed the interview to proceed "naturally." This 
allows the potential for subjective bias. The participants were placed into the
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judging categories based on several criteria, such as attitude during the interview, 
length of interview, how much the respondent spoke about him/herself, how much 
the respondent spoke about his/her job, body language and tone of voice, or the 
respondent’s relationship to other members of the field. There were no 
operational definitions given for these criteria. All these measures are extremely 
subjective. The experimenters were the people who conducted the interviews, 
reread a coded the transcripts, and ultimately placed the participants into styles. 
Even though there was substantial interrater reliability, the raters were aware of 
the hypotheses and may have merely found what they were looking for. In Sarat’s 
replication (1977) of Payne and Woshinsky’s (1972), research, he claimed to find 
the judging styles, but no significance levels were reported on any of the 
percentages. The percentages of the responses to the hypothetical cases were the 
only data presented in the article. It would be better to assess judicial motivation 
through use of a closed-ended questionnaire, and the present study is the second 
step in that direction.
Pilot Study
The first step toward developing an objective questionnaire, was a pilot 
study in which 153 undergraduate students were asked to role-play one of the four 
judicial "types" identified in Sarat’s (1977) work. Each participant was given a 
detailed description of one of the four judging styles. Within the description the 
participant received information about the judge such as; age, type of law school 
attended, whether the judge actively sought a judgeship, amount of time on the
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bench, amount of time spent as a lawyer, how long the judge planed to continue 
as a judge, whether the judge planed to retire or return to being a lawyer, and a 
reason for becoming a judge. The participants also received a short description of 
what aspects of the judge’s job s/he enjoys and dislikes the most. These 
descriptions were compiled from the information in the descriptions given by 
Payne and Woshinsky (1972) and Sarat (1977).
The participants were then requested to indicate on a Likert-type scale the 
degree to which they agreed or disagreed with 38 statements that were based on 
the interviews of Payne and Woshinsky (1973) and Sarat (1977) (see Appendix A). 
The statements were about concepts such as; morality, politics as a whole, the role 
of the trial court judge, and the degree to which the judge feels authority in the 
court system.
The participants were then asked to pass sentence on two hypothetical 
cases and complete an attributional questionnaire about each defendant in the 
cases. For each statement, participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point Likert- 
type scale to what degree they agreed or disagreed with the statement. The 
questionnaires addressed attributional issues such as, causality, responsibility, and 
blame. Attributional questions were asked to determine whether the judging styles 
differed on the attributions the person made about the defendant in each case.
One of the main goals of this experiment was to determine whether the 38- 
item questionnaire measure could distinguish among the four types as enacted. A  
principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation showed that the
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measure had adequate discriminant validity. The factor analysis produced four 
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0; these four factors together accounted for 
46.1% of the variance. Items were retained if their loading on a primary factors 
was greater than _+.4 and if their secondary loading on any factor did not exceed 
jf  .35, unless the primary loading was greater than _+,55, and the item secondarily 
loaded on another item no greater than _+.4. The 28 retained items, and their 
loadings, are shown in Table 1. The factor analysis produced four factors 
measuring; court processes, the perceptions on politics, the importance of 
reputation, and decorum.
Insert Table 1 about here
Several one-way ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether the four 
experimentally induced styles were different on the four factors. A  one-way 
ANOVA found that the four style conditions produced differences on the first 
factor, court processes, F(3, 141) = 8.48, £  < .0001. The program type was 
expected to differ from the other conditions on the perceptions of the court 
process because of his/her goal for change in the political system. An a priori 
contrast showed that the program type differed from all other types on the factor 
measuring court processes, t = 3.70, £  < .001.
A  second one-way ANOVA showed that the four style conditions produced 
difference on the factor called perceptions of politics, F(3, 144) = 50.11, £  <
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.0001. It was expected that the game and program conditions would be different 
from the other style conditions and from one another because both were 
presumed to be very concerned with the actual court processes, but for different 
reasons. An a priori contrast found that the game and program types were 
different from the obligation and status types, t = 8.47, £  < .001. It was also 
found by a priori contrast that the game judge differed from the other three types, 
t = 3.41, ^  < .001, and that the program judge differed from the other three 
types, t = 5.80, £  < .001.
A  third one-way ANOVA found that the four style conditions also 
produced differences on the factor called the importance of reputation, F(3, 142)
= 94.61, £  < .0001. The status type was presumed to be more concerned with 
reputation than the other types and thus was expected to differ from the other 
style conditions on this factor. An a priori contrast showed that the status type was 
significantly different from all other conditions on the importance of reputation. 
The obligation type was presumed to be more concerned with the perceptions and 
opinions of colleagues and was expected to differ from the other style conditions. 
An a priori contrast also showed that the obligation type differed from all other 
types on the factor measuring the importance of reputation, t = 14.22, £  < -001.
The last one-way ANOVA showed that the four style conditions produced 
differences on the factor called decorum, F(3, 143) = 7.40, £  < .0001. A  priori 
contrasts showed that the obligation type, t = 3.83, £  < .001, and the status type, t 
= 2.82, £  < .01, were both significantly different from all other types. Another a
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priori contrast showed that the obligation and status types were different from one 
another,! = 4 .10 ,£  < .001.
This analysis demonstrated that the types could be found by the developed 
measure if the types do actually exist. The fact that the factor analysis produced 
clear factors and that those factors were shown to differ among the judging styles 
was taken as justification for further study.
The judging style conditions did not produce differences in the severity of 
sentencing in either of the hypothetical cases. This may be explained in many 
ways. The most obvious is that the judging styles, if they exist, might not be 
correlated with sentencing. Another possibility is that the undergraduate student 
participants used in this experiment did not have enough knowledge about the 
judicial system to make an educated sentencing choice. The participants were not 
given sentencing guidelines or recommendations, so may not have had the amount 
of information typically available to trial judges. A  third possibility is that the 
students only internalized the descriptions of the judging style types to the degree 
needed to respond to the direct questions about styles, but not enough for them to 
carry over to sentencing.
Finally the judging style conditions produced no differences in the 
attributions made about each defendant. The student judges did make 
attributional assumptions about each case, but these causal attributions did not 
differ across judging style conditions specifically, there were not between- 
condition differences on responsibility, causality, or blame.
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Although this pilot study showed that the questionnaire produced internally 
coherent factors that could be used to discriminate among manipulated judging 
styles, it cannot answer the question of whether judging types actually exist. There 
is, for example, no reason to believe that undergraduate students were doing 
anything other than what they were told to do. A  better approximation to real 
judges would be provided by advanced students in law school, who have begun a 
career path that could lead to judgeship.
Method
Participants
The participants in this study were 105 second- and third-year law students 
at the Marshall-Wythe School of Law. The participants were recruited by sending 
a research packet to every second- and third-year law student via the "hanging 
files" of the law school. The students were asked to complete the measures on a 
voluntary basis. One week after the packets were distributed in the hanging files, 
the experimenter made a brief presentation to encourage participation to the four 
largest classes of second- and third-year students.
Stimulus Materials and Procedure
Students were given a cover letter written and signed by Dr. Fred Lederer 
from the Marshall-Wythe School of Law (see Appendix B). The letter explained 
why the student’s participation was requested and necessary. The letter also 
provided information on where to leave the completed research packets, and how 
to contact the experimenter.
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The participants were given the full questionnaire used in the pilot study. 
Participants were asked to indicate on the Likert-type scale the degree to which 
they agreed or disagreed with each statement. The scale was anchored at 1- 
strongly disagree, and 7- strongly agree. The factor analysis of the previous stage 
in the study showed that 28 item loaded onto four clear factors. The issues these 
four factors address were; perceptions of morality, politics, the role of the trial 
court judge, and the degree to which the judge feels authority in the courtroom.
Statements concerning perceptions of morality were included such as; "It is 
extremely important that politicians have integrity and high moral principles" or 
"The image of morality is more important than actual morality." The perceptions 
pertaining to morality could differ with the various incentive types. Perceptions of 
politics as a whole are also relevant to the incentives of a judge. Examples of 
statements addressing politics were; "Politics as a whole is alien and unrewarding" 
or "Politics is so complicated that it takes most of my time just trying to survive let 
alone getting anything done."
The participant’s perception of the role of the trial court judge could also 
have an effect on how s/he functions in the courtroom. Statements addressing this 
concern included such as; "The job of a judge is to ensure that things proceed in 
an orderly fashion" and "The law is only a framework within which the trial judge 
operates. Day to day decision-making demands that the trial judge exercise the 
judge’s own judgement and discretion" or "The job of changing the law should be 
left to appellate judges and legislators." More specific than the general role of the
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judge is the degree to which the judge feels authority in the court system, how 
much control or leeway is the judge willing to exercise in the courtroom. 
Statements such as "A judge must make sure that whatever occurs happens 
according to the rules" or " A  trial judge has the duty to apply a settled rule of 
law even when the judge knows that it produces an unjust result in a particular 
case" were designed to assess any difference on this aspect. Because of the change 
in participants, from undergraduates to law students, all 38 of the original 
questionnaire items were included in this study. The objective was to diverse was 
to discover whether the full questionnaire produced the same factor structure as 
had been obtained with undergraduates.
The law students were also asked to complete an attributional 
questionnaire and pass sentence on two hypothetical cases as if they were a judge 
(see Appendix C for directions). The hypothetical cases were developed to 
measure the sentencing styles of the judges; the severity of sentence was expected 
to vary with the judging styles. The first case was that of Gary Ridder, a 31-year- 
old, white male. He has been convicted of possession of a controlled substance 
and driving while intoxicated. Mr. Ridder had a prior juvenile arrest for 
possession of marijuana, and two prior adult convictions for possession of a 
controlled substance. The second case was that Larry Smith, a 26-year-old, black 
male. He has been convicted of armed robbery and the use of a firearm. Mr.
Smith was convicted of vandalism as a juvenile and as an adult he was convicted 
of one count each of grand larceny and the unauthorized use of a motor vehicle.
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The cases were presented in counterbalanced order. The hypothetical cases were 
modeled after typical cases that are involved in the court system (see Appendix D  
for complete versions of the cases). A  political science professor at the College of 
Charleston and several attorneys in the Commonwealth of Virginia were consulted 
in the construction of these cases to ensure that the cases were representative 
examples of a typical case. The cases followed the format of in a presentencing 
report. This is the manner in which the information before trial is presented to 
judges in the state of Virginia. The case information was presented in this format 
to make the cases appear as realistic as possible. Students were also asked to 
complete an attributional questionnaire (see Appendix E). This questionnaire 
addressed attributional issues, such as causality, responsibility, and blame. Each 
statement was presented and the participant was asked to indicate on a Likert- 
type scale to what degree s/he agreed or disagreed with each statement. The 
statements in this measure were the standard theoretical attributional questions 
that have been used in much of the attributional literature and in past research 
(Shaver 1975, 1985). Half of the participants received the attributional 
questionnaire first and then the sentencing sheet and the other half received the 
sentencing sheet first. This was done to control for the any effect prior sentencing 
might have on attributions and effects prior attributions might have on sentencing. 
The questionnaires after each case were the same with the exception that the 
names were altered to match the defendant and the behavior was indicative of the 
offense in the described case.
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The attributional statements in the final questionnaire were presented 
addressing various aspects of decision making. Statements or questions concerning 
causality were asked on each questionnaire following the hypothetical cases, such 
as "How much did the defendant cause his/her own actions?" Questions about 
responsibility, such as "To what degree is the defendant morally responsible for 
the actions leading up to the offense?" or "To what degree are there 
overwhelming outside forces pushing the defendant?" were also included. Blame 
was the remaining issue addressed by the questionnaire, statements such as "To 
what degree are there reasons that excuse the defendant from blame for the 
behavior?" or "To what degree did the defendant intend the behavior?"
The students were also asked to pass sentence on the two hypothetical 
cases (see Appendix F). The sentencing sheet was included either before or after 
the attributional questionnaire. The sentencing sheet was developed with Dr. Fred 
Lederer of the Marshall-Wythe Law School. All the possible sentencing options in 
the Commonwealth of Virginia were listed as were the possible durations of 
sentence. The student was asked to choose only the one s/he deemed the most 
appropriate. The students were also asked to indicate on a scale of 1 to 100 the 
perceived severity of sentences they imposed, with 1 being least severe and 100 
being most severe. This final question was asked to determine whether the 
participant’s perceived severity was the same as the perceived severity of 
sentencing of the research team.
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Results
Factor Analyses
A  principal components factor analysis with quartimax rotation (a solution 
failed to converge with varimax rotation), with missing variables deleted pairwise, 
was performed on the 38 questions in the judging style questionnaire using the 
statistical package SPSS-PC. As in the pilot study, factors had to have eigenvalues 
of 1.00 or higher; retained items had to have primary loading greater than _+.4 
and with secondary loadings less than _+ .35, or primary loadings greater than _+.55 
and secondary loading less than _+.4.
The first factor analysis obtained 14 factors that had an eigenvalues of 
greater than 1.00. Only eight of the variables accounted for 4.4 % of the variance 
or more each, and cumulatively 51.9 % of the variance, therefore only eight will 
be listed. Items comprising there 8 are shown in Table 2.
Insert Table 3 about here
Reliability tests were conducted on the factors found in this analysis to 
determine if the factors found in this stage could be used. These reliability 
coefficients presented in Table 4 were not considered strong enough to justify 
using these factors.
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Insert Table 4 about here
This factor analysis produced an outcome completely different from the 
factor analysis in the previous stage of the study. To attempt to force 
comparability, a second principal components factor analysis was conducted, with 
equamax rotation (failed to converge using varimax or quartimax rotation), with 
missing variables deleted pairwise, using only the 29 items found in the factor 
analysis in the pilot study and limiting the factors to five. This analysis had the 
same criteria for retention of items as the previous factor analysis. This factor 
analysis also produced completely different results than the factor analysis in the 
previous stage of the study and the previously mentioned factor analysis.
Insert Table 5 about here
Because the factor analyses in this stage of the project were completely 
different from the previous analyses, several different types of factor analysis were 
conducted to determine whether a closer match to the original analysis from the 
pilot study could be found. The criteria for the subsequent factor analyses were 
the same as previously mentioned. A principal components factor analysis with 
equamax rotation, with missing variables deleted pairwise, using all 38 items with 
no limiting of the factors was conducted. A principal components factor analysis
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with equamax rotation, with missing variables pairwise, limiting to four factors, 
using all 38 items was conducted. A  principal components factor analysis using 
quartimax rotation, with all 38 items and no limit to the number of factors was 
also conducted (not missing variables pairwise). A  maximum likelihood factor 
analysis with equamax rotation using all 38 items and no limit on the number of 
factors was conducted. A  maximum likelihood factor analysis with quartimax 
rotation with missing data pairwise using all 38 items and no limit on the number 
of factors was also conducted. None of these factor analyses had the same results 
as the factor analyses from the previous stage in the project. When examining the 
factor items from the previous stage of the project, the items loading were 
completely different for this stage of the project.
Reliability tests were conducted on the factors found in the pilot study to 
determine if the factor loading found in the previous stage of the project could be 
applied to this dataset. The factor labeled court process had a reliability 
coefficient of .54. The factor called politics in the previous stage had a reliability 
coefficient of .61. The factor called the importance of reputation in the previous 
stage had a reliability coefficient of .41. The factor called decorum had a 
reliability coefficient of .39. These reliability coefficients were not considered 
strong enough to justify using the same factors as found in the previous stage of 
the study.
A  principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation and missing 
variables deleted pairwise was conducted on the attributional questions following
Judging Styles 32 
the hypothetical cases. The questions were combined from the two cases to form 
one attributional statement. The criterion for each factor was that it have an 
eigenvalue of 1.00 or higher. The criterion of acceptance of an item was that the 
value of its primary factor loading had to be greater than _+.4 and that no 
secondary loading on any factor could exceed _±.35, unless the primary loading 
was greater than.+..55 and the item secondarily loaded on another item no greater 
than _+.4.
The factor analysis obtained three factors that had an eigenvalue of greater 
than 1.00. All ten items loaded on one of the three factors. As shown in Table 6, 
the three factors accounted for 69.9 % of the variance.
Insert Table 6 about here
The first factor, labeled accountability, was found to contain five items.
This factor contained statements such as; "How much could the defendant have 
done other than he did?", "How much could the defendant have changed his 
actions," "To what degree is the defendant morally responsible for the action 
leading up to the offense," "How much did the defendant cause his own actions," 
and "How much is the defendant to blame for the offense?" Factor II, labeled 
excuses, was found to contain four items. This factor contained the following 
statements: "How much did the defendant have the ability to determine right from 
wrong when performing the offense," "To what degree did the defendant intend
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the offense," "To what degree are there reason that excuse the defendant from 
blame for the offense," and "To what degree are there overwhelming outside 
forces pushing the defendant?" Factor III contained only one item, "To what 
extent do you identify with the defendant?"
Reliability tests were conducted on the two factors from the attributional 
questions. The alpha value for the factor labeled accountability was .91 and for 
the factor labeled excuses the alpha level was .90. Correlations were also 
conducted between the eight factors found in the first factor analysis and the 
attributional factors, these are shown in Table 7.
Insert Table 7 about here
Correlations were conducted on the attributional factors and the sentencing 
severity and the perception of sentencing severity. There were no significant 
correlations found.
A  2 x 2 x 3 (Year in School x Sex x Attribution Questions) ANOVA with 
repeated measures on the third factor was conducted to determine whether the 
year in school or sex had any effect on the attributional scales. There were no 
main effects. There was no year by attribution question interaction. There was a 
sex by attributional question interaction F(2, 174) = 4.97, £  < .01. The means and 
standard deviations are shown in Table 8. The effect size for this interaction was 
.005. There was no year by sex by attribution question three-way interaction.
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Insert table 8 about here
A  2 x 2 x 2 (Year in School x sex x Sentences of Hypothetical Cases) 
ANOVA with a repeated measures on the third factor was conducted to 
determine whether the year in school or sex had any effect on the severity of the 
sentences in the hypothetical cases. There was no main effect for year in school or 
for sex. There was no significant two way interaction between year and severity of 
sentence or sex and severity of sentence. There was no year by sex by severity of 
sentence threeway interaction. There was, however, a main effect for the severity 
of the sentence in the hypothetical cases F (l, 96) = 41.27, p  < .001. The Smith 
case received a harsher sentence than the Ridder Case. The mean and standard 
deviation for the Smith case were, respectively, 27.42 and 16.42, whereas the mean 
and standard deviation for the Ridder case were, respectively, 15.98 and 10.40 
averaged across sex and year in school.
A  2 x 2 x 2 (Year in School x sex x Perceived Severity of the Sentences of 
Hypothetical Cases) with repeated measures on the third factor was conducted to 
determine whether the year in school or sex had any effect on the perceived 
severity of the sentences in the hypothetical cases. There was no significant three 
way interaction between year in school, sex, and attribution questions. There was 
no main effect for year in school or for sex. There was no significant two way 
interaction between year and perceived severity of the sentence or sex and
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perceived severity of the sentence. There was no year by sex by perceived severity 
of the sentence three-way interaction. There was, however, a main effect for the 
perceived severity of the sentence in the hypothetical cases F (l, 87) = 53.55, p  < 
.001. The Smith case received a harsher sentence than the Ridder Case. The 
mean and standard deviation for the Smith case were M = 54.19, SD = 20.09, 
and the mean and standard deviation for the Ridder case were M = 40.09, SD = 
21.74 averaged across sex and year in school.
Discussion
Factor Analyses and Styles
The previous stage of this research project showed that the 38-item 
questionnaire, or a subset of the 38 items, could find the judging styles if they had 
been manipulated. In this stage of the project, the previous judging styles from the 
pilot stage were not found and the factors from the pilot study of the project were 
not able to be applied to the results of this stage. There are three possible 
explanations for the negative results. The first and most obvious is that the styles 
do not exist. The second possible explanation is that the styles do exist in actual 
judges, but not in second- and third-year law students. The third explanation is the 
political science interviewers simply saw what they were looking for, and that the 
"styles" only exist in their eyes.
Once again, the population used in this study was not actual judges, rather 
it was second- and third-year law students. Law students are a closer 
approximation to judges than the undergraduates used in the previous stage of
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this project, but law students still are not actual judges. Law students do have a 
better knowledge of the law and judicial proceedings but they are not judges and 
probably have not had extensive practice in thinking and acting like a judge. In 
American law schools, one is taught to be a lawyer, not a judge; there are n6t 
separate schools for judges as there are in Britain. In America one is a lawyer 
first and then one may become a judge. Therefore, these students are trained to 
think as lawyers, not as judges. They may not have been able to place themselves 
into the role of the judge to the degree necessary to detect the styles. The 
undergraduates in the pilot study were able to do so because they were given a 
description of a judge that was one of the proposed styles and the undergraduates 
simply restated what was told to them. It could be that the styles begin to form in 
the years one is a lawyer, and then completely form once one has become a judge 
for a certain period of time. Or it could be that the styles do not begin to form 
until one is actually serving on the bench. Either of these possibilities would 
explain the null findings concerning the judicial styles in this stage of the project.
On the assumption that the styles do not exist in actual judges, how does 
this relate to motivational and attribution theories? The motive/need theory 
proposed by Katzell and Thompson (1990) asserts that people have certain 
propensities to seek out or avoid specific kinds of stimuli. These propensities or 
motives and needs influence behavior and are determinants of performance. This 
questionnaire would show that law students do not have systematically varying 
motives and needs for serving on the bench. Or if people do have varying motives
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and needs, these are not pervasive enough to form true styles. This is not to say 
that the general theory does not apply, it is simply that the motives that law 
students perceive for serving on the bench do not divide into groups or styles.
Incentive/reward theory (Katzell & Thompson, 1990) refers to the features 
in the work place that are associated with incentives (rewards) or disincentives 
(punishment). This questionnaire would show that law students do not have 
systematically varying perceptions of incentives and rewards associated with the 
job of a judge. If the students do have varying perceptions of incentives and 
rewards, these are not pervasive enough to form true styles. Once again, 
incentive/reward theory may still be applied, it is merely that the incentives and 
rewards associated with the perception of the occupation of a judge by law 
students do not divide into groups or styles.
Attributions and Sentencing
The principal components factor analysis conducted on the attributional 
statements showed that the attributions loaded as one would expect. If the 
attribution questions had not loaded as expected, the lack of results concerning 
the judging styles may have been attributable to students completing the 
questionnaires randomly. The most important point to be made from this is that it 
shows that the law students were not simply filling the questionnaires at random.
Attribution theory is possibly the most salient theory concerning judges 
because regardless of whether the styles actually exist, all judges must make 
attributions about the defendant and the situation of the crime in order to pass
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sentence. If the styles do not exist that could simply mean that all or most judges 
follow the same attributional patterns when evaluating the cases. In other words, 
there are no systematic differences in attributional patterns for sentencing 
decisions.
Because the factor analyses on the 38-item questionnaire were inconclusive, 
analyses on whether the styles were related to sentencing or attributional styles 
was impossible. Analyses were conducted to determine whether the year in school 
or sex had any effect on the attributional styles. It could have been that with more 
training in the law (e.i. third-year law students) the attributional patterns about 
the defendant changed, but this was not found to be the case. There were no 
main effects found based on year in school or sex. The sex by attributional 
statements interaction was significant, but when looking at the actual means and 
the effect size, the differences were very small and probably actually indicate very 
little.
No main effects or interactions were found for the sentencing of the 
hypothetical cases due to year in school or sex. The only main effect that existed 
was for the severity of the sentencing in the hypothetical cases. The Smith case 
was sentenced more harshly than the Ridder case. This is not surprising, because 
Smith had been convicted of more violent crimes than Ridder and thus one would 
expect a harsher sentence. This is more evidence that the law students were 
paying attention to the stimulus materials and were not completing the research 
packet randomly. The question on perceived severity of the sentence was asked to
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ensure that the law student’s perceptions of sentence severity agreed with the 
scale of sentencing severity constructed by the researchers. The law students 
perceptions of the severity of sentencing did agree with the scale of the 
researchers. The perception of the law students was that the Smith case was 
sentenced more harshly than the Ridder case.
General Discussion
Throughout this discussion the styles have been discussed as if they were 
distinct, separate units although this may not be the case. It could be that any 
differences in judging styles exist because of various dimensions within the court 
system. The four factors found in the pilot study could be measuring four distinct 
dimensions of the role of a judge, or the perceived role of a judge. Each of the 
four factors may not represent a distinct style, but the styles may be 
conceptualized by envisioning where a person falls on these four dimensions. In 
the conceptualizing of further research, one might want to think of the styles in 
terms of scores on continua rather than separate categories.
It had been hoped that the styles would be found in this stage of the 
project using law students and thus provide justification for further study using 
actual trial court judges. Even though the styles were not found using law 
students, one cannot conclude that the styles do not exist. This study did not use 
actual judges and thus cannot support or dispute the prior political science 
research. This stage of the research project was needed in order to continue to 
develop the measures and cases before taking the valuable time of actual judges.
Judging Styles
Further research is needed using actual trial court judges to determine if the 
judging styles in fact exist and are correlated with attributional or sentencing 
patterns.
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T ab le  1
P r in c ip a l  Components R o ta te d  F a c to r  M atrix  o f  Ju d g in g  S t y l e s  From th e  P i l o t  S tu d y
1....................... ............. ........... .......
1
IQUESTION TOPIC
COURT
PROCESSES
PERCEPTION 
ON POLITICS
IMPORTANCE OF 
REPUTATION
i
DECORUM |
1
| EIGENVALUES 
1
5 . 2 4 4 . 0 6 2 . 3 1 1 . 9 5  j
1
| PERCENT VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 1 8 . 1 0 1 4 . 0 0 8 . 0 0 6 . 7 0  {
1
jOCCURS ACCORDING TO THE RULES .7 8 - . 0 1 . 1 2 . 0 6  |
{STABLE COURTROOM ENVIRONMENT .7 2 - . 0 8 . 1 6 . 1 3  |
{JOB IS  TO ENSURE MORALITY .6 8 .0 3 .2 1 .0 8  |
{ENJOYS CONDUCTING TRIALS .6 4 .2 0 .1 6 .0 9  j
{OUTSIDE OF THE COURTROOM - . 5 9 - . 1 9 . 1 2 . 2 0  |
{DUTY TO APPLY RULES OF LAW .5 8 - . 0 1 . 1 9 - . 0 5  i
jRULES AND PROCEDURE .5 7 - . 3 6  „ . 2 0 . 1 2  [
j CHANGING LAW JOB OF APPELLATE COURT .4 7 .1 0 - . 1 2 - . 0 4  j
jCOMPROMISE IS  ESSENTIAL - . 4 5 . 0 2 . 0 8 . 4 1  |
{LAW IS  THE ONLY FRAMEWORK - . 4 4 . 0 5 . 2 8 . 1 0  |
jENJOYS RECORD KEEPING 
1
.4 4 - . 0 3 . 2 2 - . 0 1  1
1
|POLITICS IS  A "YOU SCRATCH MY BACK. .. .0 6 .8 1 .1 2 .0 2  |
{POLITICS IS  A COMPETITION - . 0 0 . 8 0 - . 0 9 . 0 3  j
{POLITICS IS  FOREIGN AND ALIEN .0 4 .6 7 - . 3 5 18 1
JUDGE AS AN OBLIGATIONAL CHOICE .1 8 .6 6 - . 2 9 . 1 6  j
{JUDGES ARE DISLOYAL AND UNTRUSTWORTHY - . 0 2 . 6 1 . 1 0 -  06  |
{BARELY SURVIVE IN POLITICS
I
.0 1 .6 0 - . 0 4 . 1 4  j
1
|BORED IN PRACTICE, NOT AS A JUDGE .0 1 .0 7 .7 4 - . 1 6  |
|LIKE THE TITLE "YOUR HONOR" .2 7 - . 1 0 . 6 9 - . 0 5  |
I IMAGE OR MORALITY .1 1 .0 6 .6 8 - . 4 0  |
{POLITICIANS HAVE INTEGRITY .0 4 - . 4 0 . 6 1 - .  12 j
{SATISFACTION DEALING WITH ISSUES .1 9 - . 2 7 . 5 3 . 0 8  j
jIMAGE OF MORALITY IS  INSTRUMENTAL 
■
.0 3 .0 4 .5 1 .0 5  J
1
|ACTIVE IN PROBLEM SOLVING - . 3 4 . 0 4 - . 0 7 . 6 2  |
IMORAL DECISION TO BECOME A JUDGE - . 1 4 . 1 2 - . 2 1 . 6 0  |
{INTEGRITY AND MORALS ARE IMPORTANT .0 4 .0 6 .0 5 .5 6  |
{OBLIGATION TO DO THE RIGHT THING .0 9 .0 4 - . 1 1 . 4 4  |
{POSTURE OF MODERATION IS  IMPORTANT
i------------------------------------------------------------------
.2 3 .0 3 .0 0 .4 0  |
■ . I
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of Pilot Study Factor Scores
Factor Title Status Obligation Program Game
Court Processes 4.22 3.82 3.68 4.08
(=43) (.62) (.51) (.44)
Perception on 2.90 4.64 2.40 2.72
Politics ( = 81) (.81) (.98) (.84)
Importance of 4.75 2.40 3.31 3 .64
Reputation (.54) (.50) (.66) (.69)
Decorum 4.52 5.12 4.86 4.55
(.80) (.56) (.64) (.63)
Note: Standard deviations are given in parenthesis
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Table 3
Principal Components Rotated Factor Matrix of Judging Styles
r --------------------- -—
IQUESTION TOPIC 
■
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR
1
1
(EIGENVALUES
1
3 . 6 7 3 . 2 4 2 . 7 4 2 . 2 6
I
(PERCENT OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
■
9 . 9 8 . 5 7 . 2 6 .0
1
(BORED IN PRACTICE, NOT AS A JUDGE .7 7 .0 8 .0 3 - .0 7
(JUDGE AS AN OBLIGATIONAL CHOICE .6 1 .0 7 .0 9 .1 4
(POLICY MANAGEMENT IS  POLITICS .5 4 .1 2 - . 0 5 - . 0 1
1
(POLITICS IS  "YOU SCRATCH MY B AC K. . ." - . 0 1 . 7 8 . 0 9 - . 0 4
(POLITICS IS  A COMPETITION .0 5 . 7 7 * . 6 1 . 1 0
(POLITICS IS  A LADDER OF POSITIONS 
■
.2 3 .6 2 ,0 0 ,1 4
1
|STABLE COURTROOM ENVIRONMENT .1 8 .0 4 .7 2 .1 3
jPOSTURE OF MODERATION IS  IMPORTANT - . 0 2 - . 1 2 . 6 5 . 1 9
jINTEGRITY AND MORALS ARE IMPORTANT - . 0 3 . 2 2 . 6 4 . 0 7
|ACTIVE IN PROBLEM SOLVING .1 2 .0 3 - . 5 5 . 0 2
1
|DUTY TO APPLY RULES OF LAW .1 9 - . 1 4 . 3 1 . 7 1
(JOB IS  TO ENSURE PROCEDURE - . 1 8 . 3 5 - .  11 . 6 9
(OCCURS ACCORDING TO THE RULES - . 2 4 . 0 1 - . 2 7 . 6 9
(SATISFACTION DEALING WITH ISSUES 
■
.2 4 .1 3 - . 1 5 . 4 0
1
(POLITICS IS  FOREIGN AND ALIEN - . 2 1 . 3 1 . 0 3 .24
jIMAGE OF MORALITY IS  INSTRUMENTAL .1 2 .0 9 .3 7 .0 1
|POLICY MAKING- ATTRACTION TO POLITICS 
■
.0 0 .0 2 - . 2 1 .05
1
(FOLLOWING LEGAL PRECEDENCE - . 0 8 - . 0 9 . 0 6 02
|ABILITY AND TEMPERAMENT OF JUDGE .1 4 .1 0 - . 0 3 .10
(LAW AS THE ONLY FRAMEWORK .0 2 .0 9 - . 1 6 .14
IBARELY SURVIVE IN POLITICS 
■
.3 4 .3 3 .0 0 12
1
(CHANGING LAW JOB OF APPELLATE COURTS .2 2 .0 1 - . 0 2 .02
|LIKES CONDUCTING TRIALS - . 0 6 . 0 3 . 1 4 14
(OUTSIDE OF THE COURTROOM .4 6 - .  04 .0 5 05
|DUTY TO APPLY RULES OF LAW 
1
- . 2 3 . 2 3 . 0 4 06
1
jIMAGE OF MORALITY .2 8 - . 1 6 . 0 0 00
|PROBLEM SOLVING IS  UNNECESSARY - . 1 0 . 2 2 . 1 4 04
(PUBLIC DUTY .3 3 - . 1 3 . 1 0 03
(C o n tin u ed  on n e x t  p a g e )
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Table 3 (continued)
Principal Components Rotated Factor Matrix of Judging Styles
1— . ...................... ...........
IQUESTION TOPIC
i
FACTOR 5 FACTOR 6 FACTOR 7
--------------------------- 1
FACTOR 8 |
1
| EIGENVALUES 
I
2 . 2 2 1 . 9 8 1 . 8 0 1 . 6 7  (
1
| PERCENT VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
■
5 .8 5 . 2 4 . 8 4 .4  |
1
|BORED IN PRACTICE, NOT AS A JUDGE .1 5 - . 0 4 . 1 8 . 0 8  |
jJUDGE AS AN OBLIGATIONAL CHOICE .1 4 - . 1 2 - . 1 9 . 2 7  j
|POLICY MANAGEMENT IS  POLITICS 
•
,0 1 .2 5 .0 8 .0 7  |
I
|POLITICS IS  ”YOU SCRATCH MY BACK.„ - . 0 1 - . 0 4 - . 0 9 . 0 4  |
jPOLITICS IS  A COMPETITION - . 2 3 .06 . 0 4 - . 0 1  |
jPOLITICS IS  A LADDER OF POSITIONS
I
.2 2 - . 0 4 - . 2 5 - 13  i
1
| STABLE COURTROOM ENVIRONMENT .0 8 - . 0 5 . 0 3 - . 1 2  (
|POSTURE OF MODERATION IS  IMPORTANT - . 0 9 - . 0 5 . 2 2 . 1 3  j
jINTEGRITY AND MORALS ARE IMPORTANT - . 1 5 . 0 2 - . 2 6 . 2 0  |
jACTIVE IN  PROBLEM SOLVING 
■
- . 2 5 - . 2 0 . 0 5 . 0 2  |
1
|DUTY TO APPLY RULES OF LAW - . 0 1 . 00 . 2 2 - 11 (
jjOB IS  TO ENSURE PROCEDURE .0 5 - . 0 2 - . 0 9 09  j
(OCCURS ACCORDING TO THE RULES .0 7 - . 1 8 . 0 7 02  |
(SATISFACTION DEALING WITH ISSUES 
>
.12. .0 3 - . 1 7 25  |
1
(POLITICS IS  FOREIGN AND ALIEN - . 7 0 . 0 7 - . 0 2 08  |
jIMAGE OF MORALITY IS  INSTRUMENTAL .6 6 .0 9 .1 2 20 |
jPOLICY MAKING- ATTRACTION TO POLITICS 
1
_j_58 - . 1 0 - . 2 0 - 01  1
1
(FOLLOWING LEGAL PRECEDENCE .0 5 .7 1 - . 0 1 - 03 |
jABILITY AND TEMPERAMENT OF JUDGE - . 2 1 . 6 0 - . 1 2 24 |
jLAW AS THE ONLY FRAMEWORK .5 0 .5 1 - . 0 8 - 03 |
|BARELY SURVIVE IN POLITICS 
1
- . 1 0 . 3 6 . 1 8 - 07 |
1
(CHANGING LAW JOB OF APPELLATE COURTS - . 0 5 - . 0 7 . 7 9 - 01 |
|LIKES CONDUCTING TRIALS .1 5 .0 8 .6 3 10 j
| OUTSIDE OF THE COURTROOM .0 7 .2 3 - . 4 8 02  |
|DUTY TO APPLY RULES OF LAW
i
- .2 0 - . 3 1 . 4 1 01  j
1
(IMAGE OF MORALITY - . 1 0 . 0 1 . 0 4 7 6  |
|PROBLEM SOLVING IS  UNNECESSARY .2 1 .2 0 .0 3 67  (
|PUBLIC DUTY 
1____________________________________
- . 0 2 - . 2 6 - . 0 6 4 8  | 
_________1
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Table 4
Aloha Levels for First Factor Analysis
Factor Number Alpha Standardized Item 
Alpha
I .54 .55
II .67 .67
III .52 .54
IV ,40 .42
V -.31 -.31
VI .55 .55
VII .46 .46
VIII .40 .41
T a b le  5
P r in c ip a l  Components R o ta te d  F a c to r  M a trix  o f  J u d g in g  S t y l e s  
S u b se t  o f  29 Item s
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jQUESTION TOPIC FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR A FACTOR 5
|     ,  ----
|EIGENVALUES
I
|PERCENT VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR
I
|OCCURS ACCORDING TO THE RULES
|RULES AND PROCEDURE
[POSTURE OF MODERATION IS  IMPORTANT
|ENJOYS RECORD KEEPING
I'STABLE COURTROOM ENVIRONMENT
|LIKE THE TITLE "YOUR HONOR"
|ENJOYS CONDUCTING TRIALS
I
IOUTSIDE OF THE COURTROOM 
[CHANGING I AW JOB OF APPELLATE COURT 
[DUTY TO APPLY RULES OF LAW 
[COMPROMISE IS  ESSENTIAL
I
|BORED IN PRACTICE, NOT AS A JUDGE 
| JUDGE AS AN GBLIGATIONAL CHOICE 
jMORAL DECISION TO BECOME A JUDGE 
[JOB IS  TO ENSURE MORALITY 
[REAL PROBLEMS REQUIRE REAL INFORMATION 
jACTIVE IN PROBLEM SOLVING 
[SATISFACTION DEALING WITH ISSUES
I
|LAW IS  THE ONLY FRAMEWORK 
[JUDGES ARE DISLOYAL AND UNTRUSTWORTHY 
|BARELY SURVIVE IN  POLITICS 
[POLITICIANS HAVE INTEGRITY 
[IMAGE OF MORALITY IS  INSTRUMENTAL 
[INTEGRITY AND MORALS ARE IMPORTANT 
IIMAGE OR MORALITY
I
[POLITICS IS  A COMPETITION 
|POLITICS IS  A "YOU SCRATCH MY BACK.."
|POLITICS IS  FOREIGN AND ALIEN 
[OBLIGATION TO DO THE RIGHT THING
3 . AO 3 . 0 6 2,  60 2 . 3 2 1 . 7 5
1 1.  A 1 0 . 2 8 . 7 6 . 7 5 . 8
. 7 0 - . 0 7 - . 2 1 -  „ 05 - .  11
. 6 5 - . 0 A . 1 1 - . 0 9 - .20
. 6 1 - . 0 5 . 01 - .  09 . 10
. 56 - . 1 9 . 02 - .  22 . 16
. 5 2 . 0 5 . 1 6 . 1 1 .08
. 5 0 , 22 . 06 .21 - . 0 2
. A8 - . 2 7 . 10 . 0 6 - , p l
- . 0 1 . 8 8 .17 - . 0 3 - .0.6
. 18 - . 5 3 . 25 - .  G2 - .  U
. 1 8 ~ .  A2 - . 1A - . 2 1 . 1A
. 2A . 33 2A . 15 . 09
. 01 . 11 . 65 . 1A - ,0A
- . 0 6 . 20 . 6 3 . 09 - . 06
, 0 6 . 12 . 60 - . 1 5 .05
- . 0 3 - . 0 6 . 5 6 . 26 .08
.OS - .  5LA . A6 ,0 b . 13
. 0 5 . 12 .A0 - .  35 - .17
. 2 1 . 1 9 . 3A - . 1.T ■ . 07
- 0 7 . 26 .00 . 6 2 - . 0 7
- . 2 3 - . 0 1 - . 0 1 . 5 5 .30
- . 0 9 - . 1A .29 . 5A . A5
- . 1 2 .03 .01 _i,51 - . 3 3
. 3A . 05 . 18 . A9 - . 0 8
06 . 2 8 - .20 .A0 .20
, 0 8 - . 0 1 .07 .A0 .05
-  , 0A - . 0 9 .1A . 02 . 73
, 05 ,0A .01 . 11 . 70
- . 1 3 -  o 07 - . 0 2 - . 3 3 . 7 0
. 1 6 - . 0 1 - . 2 0 .23 .37
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Table 6
Rotated Factor Matrix of Attributional Statements
STATEMENTS ACCOUNTABILITY EXCUSES IDENTIFY
EIGENVALUES 4.80 1.15 1.03
PERCENT VARIANCE 48.0 11.5 10.4
OTHER THAN HE DID .89 .24 -.01
CHANGE ACTIONS .86 .05 .04
RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTIONS .79 .18 -.19
CAUSE ACTIONS .78 .34 -.10
TO BLAME FOR ACTIONS .76 .36 -.18
KNOW RIGHT FROM WRONG .19 .80 .12
INTEND ACTIONS .14 .75 .03
THINGS THAT EXCUSE FROM BLAME -.25 -.54 .36
OUTSIDE FORCES -.46 - .51 .30
IDENTIFY WITH DEFENDANT -.06 .04 .93
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Table 7
Correlations Between First Factor Analysis and Attributions
1------------------------
{C o r r e la t io n s ONE TWO THREE FOUR FIVE SIX SEVEN EIGHT IDEN.
------------1
ACCO. |
| ONE
| TWO . 1 4
j THREE .0 2 .0 1
| FOUR - . 1 0 . 3 0 * . 1 5
| FIVE .2 0 - . 1 7 - . 0 5 . 0 6
j SIX . 2 4 . 1 3 - . 0 9 - . 2 1 . 0 1
I SEVEN .1 5 .0 7 .2 1 . 3 0 * . 1 6 - . 0 5
j EIGHT .2 7 .0 1 - . 1 6 . 1 2 . 3 1 * - . 0 3 . 1 0
| IDENTITY .0 2 - . 0 0 . 0 1 . 1 7 . 0 2 - . 1 9 - . 1 8 - . 1 5
| ACCOUNT. - . 0 9 . 0 6 . 1 7 . 1 6 - . 0 4 - . 1 5 . 24 - . 0 2 - . 1 2
| EXCUSE
a
.0 8 .0 8 - . 0 0 . 2 3 . 0 7 - . 1 3 . 1 5 . 0 1 - . 0 8 . 5 1 * * |  
_______ 1
* p < .01
** p < .001
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Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations of the Sex bv Attribution Question
Interaction
Attributional Factor Male Female
Accountability 6.33 5.99
(.57) (.76)
Excuses 4.60 4.79
(.76 (.84)
Identify 2.12 2.60
(1.02) (1.34)
Note: Standard Deviations are given in parenthesis
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Help!
Beverly Hamby, a W&M Psychology Masters student, is conducting 
research into judicial sentencing. She needs your help to make further 
progress. Attached is a voluntary questionnaire that is being distributed to 
members of the Marshall-Wythe student body. After she completes 
analysis of law student responses, Beverly plans to use a revised 
questionnaire to directly survey sitting judges.
Both Beverly and I would greatly appreciate it if you would be kind enough 
to complete the questionnaire and return it to the marked box in the main 
lobby. I believe that her project shows promise of yielding highly useful 
data that would further enrich our understanding of a critical aspect of our 
criminal justice system.
Thank you for your help!
Fred Lederer
56
January, 1995
AN EXPLANATORY NOTE
The general nature of this study is judicial decision making. 
If you choose to help me by participating in this study you will be 
asked to read two hypothetical cases and complete three reasonably 
brief questionnaires. All responses will be confidential. None of 
the questionnaires ask for your name, and please do not include it.
This study is not part of your courses, is not for course 
credit, and will not affect your grades in any way. Please feel 
free to pass on to the Psychology Department Chair any concerns you 
may have about the study. Your participation in the study means 
that you have consented to participate.
Please return the packet to the "Psychology" box located in 
the main lobby of the law school, whether or not you have chosen to 
participate. If you have any questions, or would like to receive 
the results of this study, please feel free to contact me (Beverly 
A. Hamby) at William & Mary's Psychology Department at 221-3891. 
Thank you very much for your help.
Thank you for your participation
Beverly A. Hamby
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Date: _____  Age:   years
Please circle the appropriate choice. 
Female Male
Year in law school:
First Second Third
Please respond to the following statements as if you were a judge. 
Indicate on the following pages the degree to which you agree or disagree 
with the statement by checking the appropriate box containing your answer. 
Remember to answer the questions as if you were the judge.
STR = strong 
MOD = moderately 
SLI = slightly
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STR = strong
MOD = moderately
SLI = slightly
DISAGREE AGREE
STR MOD SLI SLI MOD STR
1. The law is only a framework within 
which the trial judge operates.
Day to day decision-making demands 
that the trial judge exercise the 
j udge1s own j udgement and 
discretion.
2. Politics as a whole is alien and 
unrewarding.
3 . There should be less control from the 
higher courts.
4 . In most cases legal precedent should 
be adhered to, but there are always 
exceptional cases in which the 
trial judge should exercise his/her 
own j udgement.
5. Politics is a competitive, self-
centered struggle for position and 
is an enterprise in climbing and 
attaining high positions.
6. A trial judge has the duty to apply a 
settled rule of law even when s/he 
knows that it produces an unjust 
result in a particular case.
7 . Being a judge is a step to fulfilling 
my public duty.
8. I derive satisfaction from dealing 
with legal issues and the 
everyday problems of running court.
9. It is the ability and temperament of 
the judge not the rule of evidence 
and procedure that ensure fair 
trials.
10 Politics is so complicated that it 
takes most of my time just trying 
to survive let alone getting 
anything done.
11 Solving real problems in the real 
world means a need for more 
information.
12 My decision to become a judge was 
mostly a moral decision.
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STR = strong
MOD = moderately
SLI = slightly
DISAGREE AGREE
ST
R
MO
D
SL
I
SLI MOD ST
R
13. It is extremely important that
politicians have integrity and high 
moral principles.
14. I enjoy the long hours of working on 
specific problems.
15. It is a great honor to have people
refer to me as "Your Honor" or "Judge 
" in public situations.
16. When I was in practice I was bored most 
of the time, but not as a judge.
17. I support the rules and procedures
involved in my job, both formal and 
informal.
18. I feel most like a judge when I am 
conducting hearings and trials.
19. The image of morality is more important 
than actual morality.
20. Politics is a "you scratch my back - 
I'll scratch yours" type of game. 
Everybody wants something and they are 
always after you to give it to them.
21. A judge is under an obligation to do 
the riqht thing in every case.
22. The job of changing the law should be 
left to appellate judges and 
legislators.
23. Policy management is what politics 
should be.
24. Compromise is an essential means of 
getting things accomplished in the 
court system.
25. Most people in my field are grasping, 
selfish, disloyal, and not to be 
trusted.
26. A judge must be active in trying to
get people to solve their own problems.
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STR = strong
MOD = moderately
SLI = slightly
DISAGREE AGREE
STR MOD SLI SLI MOD STR
27. The image of morality is 
instrumental, something useful to a 
person in my postition.
28 . Maintaining a posture of moderation 
and objectivity is important as a 
j udge.
29. Policy management, compromise and 
incremental problem-solving are 
partly unnecessary and maybe even 
immoral.
30. The job of the judge is to ensure 
that things proceed in an orderly 
fashion.
31. A judge must make sure that whatever 
occurs happens according to the 
rules.
32. Policy-making is the central 
attraction of politics.
33. I am a politician.
34 . Intelligent policy management 
requires a stable and structured 
environment of roles and 
procedures.
35. My decision to become a judge was 
mostly a obligational choice.
36. One of my biggest concerns is record 
keeping.
37 . The political world is a ladder of 
positions.
38. The most important parts of the job 
occur outside the court room.
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Please review the two hypothetical cases described in the 
following pages. The cases are presented on a presentencing report 
format, which is the similar to that used for presentencing 
information in the Commonwealth of Virginia. After reviewing the 
case please fill out the following form indicating the type of 
sentence you would give the defendant for the crime the defendant 
committed. Please adjudge a single, unified sentence for each 
case. Then complete the short questionnaire about the individual 
cases.
Thank you so much for your time and effort in agreeing to 
participate in this study. Your help is greatly appreciated.
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£ 5/85 VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT 0 F CORRECTTONS
P r e s e n t e n c e  INVESTIGATION REPORT
OFFENDER INFORMATION
DISTRICT XUMBUl ~/~7 PREPARED BY
3A
■ a  r v  a a  r n  a B. A. Hainhy
DATE OF SENTENCING _______________________________  DATE TYPED November 7,  1992
OFFENDER
SUMMARY
orrENOCS‘3 nam e c la s t .  f i r s t ,  m id d le }  
Smithi Robert Larry________
NICKN AJ4X/3TUECT NAME
King
RACE
B
SEX
M
ALLAS (AJCA)
Gregg Fisher
m a id e n  n am e
N/A
PLACE OP BIRTH (CXTT OR COUNTY)
W il l i a m s b u r g
m ' STATSVA AGE26 d a te :o r  URTX' (MM7DO/YY)03-15-67
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER
555-55-5555
TnnronaiTASSszsr
321 Castlerock
STATE ID NUMBER (CCRET
VA 654321
FBI: NUMBER’
224466B1
Williamsburg, Virginia
l o c a l  a d d r e s s  
(IT DIFFERENT)
Sninr*.
COURT
INFORMATION c o u r t  Williamsburg-James City) JUDefi- J ( HONORABLE.
C o u n ty  C i r c u i t  |
Doe, J o h n
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
James: George
OCTENSfi ATTORNEY
Roe, William
TYPE OF COUNSEL 
COURT APPOINTED RETAINED Q
DATE or CONVICTION
09-17-92
(MM/OO /YY>
METHOD Or ADJUDICATION
OUILTYFLEa O i  JUDGe GDx  JU R Y 0J
PRETRIAL STATUS
THIRD
O N  —»  O W N  —  —  P A R T Y  .— |
B O N O L i i  REC Q C N I Z X N C E LJx C O N F I N E M E N T lx ! . !  R E L E A S E ! — M
PRETRIAL JAiL STATUS (SIM/DO/YY)
p rom  7-7-92 11-7-92 na Q
PROM _ _ _ _ _ _ _  TO ’
SOURCE o r  BONO
PERSONAL CL fa m ily  O x 
OTHER O x  BONDSMAN O *  Na
POST’TRIAL STATUS
CONFINED Gk NOT CONFINED 1 L
OFFENSE
INFORMATION
OOCXET NUMBER
SSSSSMflfl-.......
55555-01
OFFENSE AT INOtCTMENlF
Robbery
Use of a Firearm
OFFENSE COSE. 
(VCC)
R0B-12QI-F9
ASL-1319-F9
PLEA PER 
OFFENSE
- WnT.nvilt-y 
Not Guilty
OFFENSE AT
CONVICTION
Robbery
Use of a Firearm
o f f e n se  cook 
IVCC)
R0B-1201-F9 
ASL-1319-F9
PLEA
AGREEMENT
No
Mo
VIRGINIA  
COOE SECTION
18.2-58
18.2-53 I
C0D£FENDANT5 NAMEIS) (LAST. FIRST. MIDDLE) DISPOSITION
None
• I -
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CURRENT OFFENSE INFORMATION
S m i t h :  R o b e r t  L a r r yREF — — —— — — ——  ■
MOST SERIOUS 
OFFENSE INFORMATION
M O S T  S E R I O U S  Q F T Z H S Z  C H a A G E  A T  I N D I C T M E N T
Robbery.
O T F E N 3 E C O D E ( V C C I
EQR-.17Q1-PO--
DATZ or  OFFENSE
07-06-92
NO. OF CODEFENDANTS
-o-
R L S L S T I N G  A R R E S T  C H A R G E
no0  rzsQ
TYPE OF OFFENSE
p e r s o n G x  p r o p e k ty02  o t h e r C j3
LEGAL STATUS AT TIME OF OFFENSE RELEASED
ESCAPE 0 0  INMATE Q l  MAN DA TORT PAROLE 0 2  DISCRETIONARY PA R O LxQ l PEOSATION 0 4  B O N D 03 SUMMONS 0 *
i n j A S t n  RECOGNIZANCE £ 3 t O TH ER0I N O N E 0 s
WEAPON USE
□ USED TO n  1 -INJURE L lS USED TO j—|THREATEN £ J 3
WEAPON TYPE
FTREARM Q l  K N IFEQ s
f— SIMULATE 
e x pu o siv e LJs  WEAPON 1t j 4  O TM ErQs N A 0
OFFENDER’S ROLE IN OFFENSE
ALONE Q LEADER ( ACCOMPLICE O: NOT OCTERMINED□ *
CURRENT A RR EST DATE
07-07-92
(MMIOO/YY)
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE 
VICTIM Of FORMATION 
(CRIME AGAINST PERSON)
NA □
INJURY TO VICTIM
SERIOUS
DEA ThQ j PMY3ICAL0 2 PHYSICAL Q a  EMOTIONAlQ 4 THREATENED NONE Q  6
VICTIM RELATIONSHIP TO OFFENDER
_  • _  POLICE
n o n e  S i  f r i e n o Q s  f a m x ly Q s  o f f i c e r  Q 4
p h y s i c a l l y  h a n d ic a p p e d  v ic t im  
N o Q i  YES GZJ 2 UNKNOWN 0
VICTIM INFORMATION
F  r a c e  ®SEX 23
VICTIM IMPACT STATEMENT REQUESTED 
YES. ATTACH TO LAST pa g e  o f  psl  no  k 2
■Na’RRATTVE o f  c u r r e n t  o f fe n se
On July 6, 1992, at approximately 11:45 p.m. Robert L. Smith entered the 7-11 
convenience store located on the corner of Longhill and Old Towne Road in Williamsburg 
armed with a small caliber handgun. Robert Smith displayed the weapon to the cashier, 
Annette Bradley, and demanded that she give him all- the money in the cash register.
Ms. Bradley complied and handed Robert Smith $142.00 of United States'currency at 
which time he quickly ran out of the store. Ms. Bradley telephonedthe police deparrtmen 
and provided an accurate description of Robert Smi-th and said he appeared to have 
left the scene in a blue Ford Escort, alone. At 12:10 A..m. Robert Smith was caught 
five miles from the 7-11 with $142.00 in United States currency and a .38 caliber 
handgun in his possession.
OFFENDER*S VERSION :
On September 1, 1993 this officer interviewed Robert Smith at the local jail at 
which time he admitted that he robbed the 7-11 in an effort to secure money for 
his crack habit.
JAIL ADJUSTMENT:
Robert Smith has been incarcerated at the Williamsburg City Jail since July 16, 1992. 
Jail officials advise that he has incurred no infractions while incarcerated.
•2-
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JUVENILE CRIMINAL HISTORY
S m i t h :  R o b e r t  L a r r y
JUVENILE PRIOR JUVENILE RECORD TYPE OF RECORD AGE AT FIRST JUVENILE
RECORD
M o Q l Y z J & - 2  VNK NO W nO O E U N O O E N T 0 STATUS O
DELINQUENT ADJUDICATION
15
HUMS EX m o l  JUVENILE DELD/qUZNT ADJUDICATIONS
CXZUES AGAINST FOLSOM — 0  CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY * DRUG CRIMES 0  OTHER
ttte or msrosmoNis)
PROBATION O i l  REVO REP □  3______________ STATE WARD Q  3 OTHER Q  4________ __
VERIFIES INFORMATION SOURCE OF INFORMATION IF UNVERIFIED
STS FAMILY MEMBER/ _ _
NO YES U  RELATIVE g g l  OEFENOANT CD S OTHER □  3
NARRATIVE OF JUVENILE CRIMINAL HISTORY
Both the Subject and his mother, Alice Smith, claim that at age of fifteen the 
Subject was convicted of vandalism in the City of Williamsburg and was Supervised 
Probation for approximately nine months. Both claim that Mr. Smith's adjustment 
to Juvenile Probation was satisfactory however due to the Subject's age his 
juvenile records are no longer available so the information could not be officially 
verified.
-j-
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a d u l t  c r im in a l  h is t o r y  s u m m a r y
REF S m it h :  R o b e r t  L a r r y
ADULT
RECORD
PRIOR ADULT 
RECORD
Y Z S 0 1  N O G *
urno*owwg
NO. o r  PRIOR FELONY 
SENTENCE EVENTS
NO. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS TOR 
CRIMES AGAINST PERSON PROPERTY CRIMES
0 1
DRUG CRIMES OTHER
0 0__
NO. or PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS FOR 
INSTANT OFFENSE AT CONVICTION
NO. o r  PREVIOUS FELON COMMITMENTS
VIRGINIA OUT-OF-STATE
MOST RECENT AMS SERIOUS PRIOR CRIMINAL ADULT CONVICTIONS 
DESCRIPTION OPTENSE CODE (VCC1
1. Reckless Driving «_■« *- REC-6637-S9
2. Driving While Intoxicated i- DWI-5413-M1
a. Petty Larceny L LAR-2366-M1
-
A
Unauthorized Use of Motor Vehicle
■ 4.
LAR-2413-M1
S. Grand Larceny *- LAR-2359-F9
NO. OF PRIOR PR ORATIONS 
COMPLETED ^ REVOKED _ 2 _
NO. OF PRIOR PAROLES  
COMPLETED ^  « r v n « r n  ^
NO.OF PRIOR INCARCERATIONS RECEIVED 
2
LAST PREVIOUS ARREST DATE 
<OR RELEASE FROM CONFINEMENT)
i n n  0 4 - 1 6 - 8 9
(MM/DOIYY)
NO. PRIOR MISDEMEANANT CONVICTIONS
2
NARRATIVE o r  AOULT CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY
On January 15, 1984 the subject was convicted of Grand Larceny in the.James City 
County-Williamsburg Circuit Court. The Subject was sentenced to three years in 
the State Penitentiary with two years four months suspended on the condition of 
Supervised Probation -for a period of one year nine months and payment of 
restitution in the amount of $230.00. Robert Smith was supervised by Probation and 
Parole Officer William Jones and the Probation file reflects that his adjustment 
to supervision was marginal. Kis employment was sporatic and he showed very little 
willingness to pursue employment on a full time basis. Subject eventually paid 
his $230.00 of restitution and was'successfully discharged from Probation 
supervision effective September 15, 1985.
On December 1, 1986 Robert Smith was convicted of Unauthorized use of a Moter 
Vehicle in the Newport News Circuit Court. A criminal record check revealed that 
the charge originated as a Grand Larceny—Auto but was reduced to a misdemeanor 
charge of Unauthorized Use of an Auto per Plea Agreement. Subject was sentenced to 
twelve months in jail with eleven months and fifteen days suspended.
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FAMILY/ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION
S m i t h :  R o b e r t  L a r r y
MARTTALfRESIDENIlAL
STABILITY
N U M B E R  O r  
D E F E N D E N T 3
MAAITAL STATUS
SINGLE *ri
NEVER MARRIED j f j  I iedG i
w iiH J* ( f —i DIVORCED/ WtOOWRJtGja ttEMAR&IZoLJ*
s e f a r a t e d O j  oivorcedG -*
o t h e r Q *  U N K N O W N  Q .
WIDOWXO/ —. 
r e m a r j u e d L J t
l i v i n g  s t a t u s
ALOMz Q jL SINGLE PAAZNTm EAD H O U S E H O L o Q a  W T T H S F O U S tQ l WITH FA R ENT/O TH gR  RELATIVE OTHER O s
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE AT  
CURRENT A O O U S
y e a r s Q . MONTHS 9
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE 
IN LOCAL. AREA
Y X A A S _ 2 j l
LENGTH O r  RESIDENCE  
AFAAT FROM PA R EN TS
YEARS. MONTHS
h a s : a n y - m e m b e r  o r
OFFENDER'S FAMILY EVER 
BEAM CONVICTED OF A FELONY 
n o  a i  yesS t UNKNOWN Q
SFO U 3E  NAM E;ADDRESS
N/A
NARRATIVE OF FAMILY/ENVTBONMENTAL INFORMATION.
Robert Larry Smith was born on March 15, 1967 in Newport News, Virginia. He was 
born third of four children produced in the marital union'of Bill and Amy Smith.
Subject was reared by both parents until reaching the age of seven at which time his 
mother and father seperated and subsequently divorced. Reportedly the Subjects 
father remained in the state of Virginia following the divorce but provided little 
or no financial support for his family. The records indicate that the Subject's natural 
father has a felony arrest record in the City of Hampton. The Subject's mother was 
employed as a domestic worker for the majority of her life and attempted to provide 
adequate guidance and support for her four children. Reportedly the family had to 
rely on public assistance frequently as well as financial support from maternal 
grandparents.
The Subject was described by his. mother and his brother as being a troubled child. 
During his formative years of development he would undermine authority and seemed 
to be in. constant trouble. There was no indication of abuse or neglect. At the age of 
twenty six he is still living at home with his mother and younger sister. He never 
completed his high -School education, he dropped out of school at the age of 16. On 
several occasions the Subject has resided with his elder sister, but he still 
considers the home of his mother to be his permanent residence.
Subject reports that he has one female child produced through his common-law relation­
ship with Annie Roe. Mr. Smith indicated that the child resides with her mother in 
Lightfoot,' Virginia. Dana Roe, is approximately five and a half years of age.
Mr. Smith is under no legal obligation to pay child support, but he indicates 
that he does send money whenever possible.
s-
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OFFENDER PERSONAL HISTORY
pett S n i t h :  Rober t  La r r v
EDUCATION
HIGHEST EDUCATION ACHIEVEMENT YEARS 
I I 3 < 5 « T « 7 @  11 12
13 14 IS 14 17
NAME/LOCATION OF LAST SCHOOL ATTENDED
EDUCATION NARRATIVE
School records indicate that the Subject was officially withdrawn- from the 
Lafayette High School- roster in April of 1983. The Subject had completed 
fourteen credits necessary for graduation at the time of his withdrawal. 
The Subject's grades were below average and his attendance was poor during 
his last year of enrollment.
MILITARY HISTORY
N A ©
CURRCNT MILITARY STATUS-:
NONE Q  I RESERVE Q  2 ACTIVE" * 0  3
LENGTH OF SERVICE 
w a r n  MONTHS _ _ _
OATES o r  SERVICE ty pe  o r  d isc h a r g e :
U NK NO W N,© , . HONORABLE C 3 l  ~ MEDICAL O x  GENERAL O i .  UNOESIRAaL£0A 
RAO CONOUCtCJs OISMONQRARLE O •  MCMRER AT TIMR OFFENSE.0 ,7 . NONEO  8:M M /DO/YY TO MM/OO/YY
Ml LIT A R T  HISTORY NARRATIVE
The_ Subject has never .served in any branch "of the Armed' Forces:.
SOCIAL/ RELIGIOUS 
ACTIVITIES
SOCIAL ACTIVITIES
NONE SPECIFIED O  1 - CONSTRUCTTVE Q  l  NON-CONSTRUCTIVC 0 J
RELIGION
ACTIVE 0  1 INACTIVE 0 1  N O N C 0 S
RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE
PROTESTANT0 1  C A T K O U C 0 2  JEWISH 0 3  OTHER 0  4 
MOSLEM 0 5  MUSLIM©* NO PREFERENCE 0 7  UNKNOWN Q
SOCIAL; RELIC 10U3 ACTIVITIES NARRATIVE
The Subject states that most of his spare time is spent using drugs with his 
friends, racing cars, or gambling.
Reportedly the Subject attended no church regularly as a child cc as an adult
6 8
PERSONAL HISTORY CONTINUED
REF. S m i t h : R o b e r t  La rr?
EMPLOYMENT
HISTORY
EMPLOYMENT AT TIME O F  OFFENSE 
FULL r-, PART , FTJLL-1TME F UX . r u u - T B I Z  f—| RETIRED/ p—
TIME U i  TIME 2 STUDENT HOUSEWirE L i  4 DISABLED l_ ]5 ON EMPLOYED
TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT
s k i l l e d  Q 1
SEMI- —
SETTJ.ro LI 2: UNSKILLED 9 3  STUDENT CL
DESCRIPTION OF OCCUPATION
Laborer
OCCUPATION CODE 
600
LENGTH O r  LONGEST EMPLO YMENT
1 5YEARS 1 M ONTHS— J L
LONGEST EMPLO YMENT PERIOD: WTTHUF PAST TWO Y EA R S  
0 _ MONTHS? ^ L L ...
EMPLOYMENT RECORD OVER PAST TWO YEARS
REGULAR. FE1T CHANGES Q l  REGULAR. M ANY C H A N G E S Q 3 [R REGULAR Q l  ODO JORS ONLY Q i  NO WORK R E C O R oO a
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY NARRATIVE
Smith was last employed as a laborer for Jones Plumbing Company located in the City 
of Williamsburg. He earned $4.25 per hour and was terminated from this position 
due to missing time. From June of 1991 until Hay of 1992.
From December of 1991 until March 1992. Smith was employed as a, laborer for Burg 
Construction Company. Contact with Mr. Burg revealed that the Subject was employed 
on a part time basis and earned $4.25 per hour. Reportedly his attendance was 
sporadic and consequently he was fired from this position.
Pcom January 1990 until May 1991 Smith was employed as a fry cook for the Burger King 
restaurant located in the City of Williamsburg. He earned$4.00 per hour. Smith 
waa fired from this job for not handeling the food properly and for not keeping his 
work hours.
From June of 1987 until July of 1988 Smith was employed as a helper by Triple 
A Heating and Air Conditions Company located in the City of Lightfoot. Contact with 
the Subject's employer revealed that he earned $3.75 per hour and waa employed on 
a full time basis. Reportedly the Subject quit this position without, providing 
his employer with a reason or a two week notice.
FINANCIAL
STATUS
RESIDENCE CHECKING ACCOUNT SAVINGS ACCOUNT GROSS MONTHLY 
INCOME CLAIMED
O W N 0 1  R E N T 0 1  OTHER Q j NO, 0  YES Q . NO Q  y e s  Q * - 0 -
TOTAL INDEBTEDNESS 
CLAIMED
TOTAL MONTHLY 
PAYMENTS CLAIMED
SOURCF. OF SUBSISTENCE
J O l Q l  a s s i s t a n c k Q z  s p o u s e  C 3 j  f a m i l y  • iT H E n Q s  N O N E  O '
FINANCIAL STATUS NARRATIVE
Robert Smith has no financial assets.
-7-
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PERSONAL HISTORY CONTINUED
REF. S m i t h : R o b e r t  L a r r v
HEALTH
INFORMATION
PHYSICAL HEALTH CONDITION
g o o o O i  r x t a Q i  p o o r  C l 3
PHYSICAL HANDICAPS 
NO Q .  YE3 . Q
MENTAL HEALTH 
TREATMENT
NO £ 1 .  YER 0 .
MENTAL H E A L T H  
COMMITMENT
NO 0  YES Q
TTTE or MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT 
c n p a t i z n t O i  o u t p a t i z n t O t ;  na(3 .
TYPE OF MENTAL HEALTH COMMITMENT 
COURT ORDERED
IN V O L U N T A R rL ji. EVALUATION fj" S  VOLUNTARY U S  NA (JJ
□RUG 0 3 E CLAIMED
NOT USED 0  (N O ) HEAVY USE §j3.CYl) MODE3LATE USE 0 ( Y T !  OCCA3IONAL.U3E 0  (Y3) EXTENT UNKNOWN Q<Y4)
DRUG ABUSK APPARENT
n o  O  t e r  0
DRUG TREATM ENT
WO d  YES 0
. t y p e  or s u b s t a n c e  c l a i m e d
HALLUCXNOGENSiJ (Y l)j WOT USED Q  (NO) <Y2) OPIUM □  (Y 3) -  COCA IK
DRUG TYPE UNKNOW**
MAKLTUANA (TV) AMPHETAMINES: □
C®i
SYNTH ETIC: 
T4> NARCOTICS: f -
<YT) BARBITURATES
. _  D * u w  r i r t u n m u w n  N O T  ■— i
l_L(Y B> f EG. HYPNOTIC. SEDATIVE! LJ (VSI AVAILABLE LJ(NA»
ALCOHOL USE CLAIMED
N O T U SE d O ( N O )  HEAVY USE □  (Y l) MODERATE OSe £ 3 ..(Y S )  OCCASIONAL USE 0  (Y3> . EXTENT UNKNOWN Q  < Y41
.ALCOHOL AROSE APPARENT  
NO 0  YES Q
ALCOHOL TREATM ENT'
M o O .  YES C L
WEIGHT
210
COLOR-EYES:
■l a c k  Q  b l u x Q  b r o w n  Q  g r e y Q .  g r e e n O .  h a z z l O  p in k Q .  m is m a t c h e d C L
(RUC) 'BLID (RRO) (GJLY) (CRN) (HAZI (PNK) (MIS)
COLOR HAIR
BLACK 
(BLR)
BROWN Q  
(RROI
■l o n o k Q ,
(BLK)
RED 0  
(REDI
WHITE Q .
(WHIJ
GREY Q  
(GRY)
SANDY O  BALD G -
(SKY) (BALI
n
SCARS. MARKS. TATTOOS.
Tattoo of Spider on inside" of left: ankle
HEALTH INroRM ATION'NARRATTVE
Smith is considered to be in good physical-health" at Lhis time-. He has never 
experienced serious illness nor undergone any major operations-. Ther Subject * s mother 
reports that he was a healthy child and incurred the normal childhood diseases without 
incident. The Subject is not taking" any prescribed medication at this~ time amd "is not 
under doctor's care.
Th.»re is no indication that the Subject has ever received any form of mental health 
treatment. Family members deny any significant mental disease within the 
family. . . .
Smith reports that he started using alcohol at the age of thirteen. He reports that 
his use of alcohol has remained relatively constant until the present time. He 
describes himself as a social drinker who occasionally drinks to the point of 
intoxication. He says significant alcohol related blackout are few. It should be 
noted that the subject was convicted of a DWI in 1989. The Subject's drink of 
choice is beer.
The Subject claims that he began using Cocaine at the age of eighteen and crack at 
the age of twenty. He claims that at age twenty he began using crack with a degree 
of regularity. He adnitts that he frequently stole to support his habit and 
occasionaly dealt small quantities of Cocaine and cr .ck in an effort to satiate 
his drug needs-. The Subject has never participated in any drug treatment p r o g r a m .
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COMMUNITY SUPERVISION PLAN AND SUMMARY
pFV Smith: Robert Larry
1 COMMUNITY
SUPERVISION PLAN
RESIDENCE PLAN
_  —  SPOUSE AND ,—| OTHER p-y —  —  
ALONE Q  I PARENTS tTjfc SPOUSE U  J DEPENDENTS RELa TTVESLJ 3 EMPLOYERtJe OTHERI— I7
r esidence EMPLOYMENT
tA ur  Alice Smith, Mother mam»
a d d r e s s  321 Castlerock Lane a d d r e s s  _
Williamsburg, VA, 23185
TTT.rrnotrg < > TELEPHONE { >
orm tvtM 'a p la n  or r e s t i t u t i o n
N/A
o f f e n d e r ' s  co m m u n ity  p la n  t o  h e u 1 s c u
Smith reports that he wants to stop his drug abuses and seek substance abuse
treatment. He indicates that he'has possibility of securing employment with an uncle
and is confident he can remain drug free.
OPOSED FOR arrENOER ASSISTANCE
RECOMMENDATION
3 OTHER □  < NO RECOMMENDATION Q  5p r o r a t io n L J i  co m m u n ity  p la n  C l 2 in c a r c e r a t i o n  Q
RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY:
9-
PPS- 38 
ftrvaM 5/8S
DISTRICT MUM BE*
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
P r e s e n t e n c e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  r e p o r t
3 A
OFFENDER INFORMATION
71
B . A . Hamby
date or sentencing January 2A , 1993
PREPARED BY .
DATE TYPED Jan uar y  13.  1QQ?..
OFFENDER
sum mary
o r r E N D E a 's  n a m e  <l a s t . f i r s t , m i d d l e )
Ridder: Gary Adam
n ic k n a m e /st r e e t  na m e
None
ALIAS (AJCA)
None
m a id en  n a m e
N/A
RACE
w
SEX
M
p la c e  or b ir th  (crrr  o r  c o u n t y )
Dade County, Flordia
loc / STATE
FA
AGE
31
□ a te  or b ir th  (M m/od/yy) 
0 9 / 08/62
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER
111-11-2222
STATE ID NUMBER (CCRE)
VA 123456
FBI NUMBER
987654B1
P E R M A N E N T  A D o A l S S
765 Willow Lane, Williamsburg, Virginia
LOCAL ADDRESS. 
(IT DIFTERZNT)
same
COURT
INFORMATION
c o u r t  williamsburg-James City 
______County Circuit_________
JUDGE
h o n o r a b le  John James Doe
PROSECUTING ATTORNET
Smith: James
DEFENSE ATTORNEY
Black: Henry
TYPE or COUNSEL  
COURT APPOINTED 0 RETAINED
DATE or CONVICTION
12/24/92
(MM/OO /TY)
METHOD OF ADJUDICATION  
OUTLTYPLXa O i  JUDG e S i  JURY 0 3
PRETRIAL STATUS'
ON 
BONO
THIRD
1 0 1 .  R E C O G N IZ A N C E 03 C O N rtN C M E N T 0 J  R E L E A S E 0 4
PRETRIAL JAIL STATUS (JAM/DDfYT)
^  09/15/92^  12/24/92 w a Q
FROM___________T O ____________
SOURCE OP BONO
PERSON AL 0 1 P A M I L Y 0 J .  
OTHER 0 3 .  BON OSMAN Q  4 M
POST TRIAL STATUS'
CONFINED NOT CONFINED (_L
0FFEN5E
INFORMATION
DOCKET NUMBER OFFENSE AT INOICTMENT
Possession of controlled substance 
Driving While Inxoticated ___
o f f e n s e  cook  
(VCC)
PLEA PER 
O FFEN SE
OFFENSE AT 
CONVICTION
OFFENSE COOK 
IVCC)
Possession of controlled substance 
Driving while intoxicated
PLEA
AGREEMENT
No
VIRGINIA 
CODE SECTION
No
CODEEENDANTS NAMEIS) I LAST. FIRST. MIDDLE) DISPOSITION
None
2.
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CURRENT OFFENSE INFORMATION
sp y  R i d d e r : G a r v  Adam
MOST SERIOUS 
OFFENSEINFORMAnON
MOST 5 EX JO US OFFENSE CHARGE AT INDICTMENT
Possession of controlled substance
OrFEN SE CODE(VCC)
DATE o f  o f f e n s e
09/15/92 (Mm/BB/VY) *"
NO. OF CODEFENDANTS
- 0 -
RESISTING A RR EST c h a r g e  
NO S 3  TES □
TYPE OF OFFENSE
p e r s o n O i  p r o f e e t y Q s  o t h e r  S3 s
LEGAL STATUS AT TIME OF OFFENSE
ESCAPE Q o  INMATEQl MANDATORY PAROLE DISCRETIONARY PAR OLE C L  PROBATION 0 4  S O N sQ s SUMMON S^O 6
BELLAS ED EECOONIZANCxO t OTHZe G s  N O N sQ t
WEAPON USE
n  USED TO m  USED TO «—1 
NONE UUl INJURE L iS  THREATEN L J s
WEAPON TYPE
□  l KNIFE□ s _  SOIVLAzxnostvzLh wcafon OTHERQj N A S
OFFENDER'S ROLE IN OFFENSE
ALONE ( 2  I LEADER Q j ACCOMPLICE Q: NOT OCTERMINCD04
(CURRENT ARREST DATE
09/15/92
(MM/DD/YY)
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE 
VICTIM INFORMATION 
(CRIME AOADfST PERSON)
HA
INJURY TO VICTIM
__ SERIOUS , -mm f—I _
DEATHLJl PHYSICAl G  1 PHYSICAL Q s  EMOTION ALLJ 4 THREATENED U s  NONCLJS
VICTIM RELATIONSHIP TO OFFENDER
NONE S i  FTUENo Q s  FAMILy Q j  OFFICERQ*
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED VtCTIM 
N o S >  r E s O l  UNKNOWN Q
VtCTIM INFORMATION 
SEX — _  RACE ____
VtCTIM IMF ACT STATEMENT REQUESTED 
YES. ATTACH TO LAST PACE OF P3L NO U
NARRATIVE OF CURRENT OFFENSE
On September 5, 1992, at approximately 8:00 P.M., Gary Ridder was seen driving irratical} 
on Richmond road by officer Robert Grey. Officer Grey pulled the car over and asked 
Mr. Ridder to step out of the car. The Subject was clearly intoxicated. When given 
a Breathalizer he received a .21. Officer Grey began to search the car at this time.
Upon searching the car officer Grey found a small amount of cocaine, .4 grams. Mr.
Ridder was then arrested for DWI and Possession of a controlled substance. No alcohol 
was found in the car.
OFFENDER'S VERSION:
At the time of arrest the Subject claimed the cocaine was not his and that he was 
unaware it was in the car. He claimed a friend, Robbie Knight, borrowed the car the 
day before and must have left it there. On January 2, 1993 this Officer interviewed 
Gary Ridder and he still claimed that the cocaine was not his. But the Subject did 
admit to being drunk at the time of the arrest.
JAIL ADJUSTMENT:
Gary Ridder has been incarcerated at the Williamsburg City Jail since September 15, 1992 
Jail officials advise that he has incurred no infractions while incarcerated.
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ju v e n il e  c r im in a l  h is t o r y
R i d d e r :  G ar y  Adam
JUVENILE
RECORD
PRIOR JUVENILE RECORD
n o Q i  3 u n k n o w n C
TTPE OF RECORD 
O E U N O U C N T 0 STA TU SQ
AGE AT FTRST JUVENILE  
DELINQUENT ADJUDICATION
n u m b er  raios. jvtvzhhx  o e u h q  un rr  a d j u d i c a t i o n s
rrr a  o r  o o raam oN O )
PROBATION S3 1 REVOKED Q  3 STATE W ARD a  3 OTHER □  a
V-ZKXrtEB INTOEMATION
so  I S  r r s  O
so u rc e  o r  vhto&u a t io s  ir  m r / n u m o
D E fO f D A N T  1 & 1
rAMXLr JOMIXB/RguunvRgli OTMEX 3G:
m a r r a t tv e  o r  j uv e n i l e  cmmpcAL h i s t o r y
The Subject's mother, Ellen Ridder, claimed that Mr. Ridder was arrested at the age 
of 16 for possession of a controlled substance, marijuana. At first the Subject 
denied this information, but later admitted to it. Both claim he was sentenced 
to probation on the condition that he enter a local drug abuse program. Both Gary and 
Ellen Ridder claim that the Subject successfully completed the program. Due to the 
Subject's age his juvenile records are no longer available so the information could 
not be officially verified.
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a d u l t  c r im in a l  h is t o r y  s u m m a r y
pFF R id d e r:  Gary Adam
ADULT
RECORD
PRIOR ADULT RECORD
YE3& U  KoCj2 UNKNOWMTj
NO. o r  PRIOR rE L O N T  
SENTENCE EVENTS
NO. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS TOR
CRIMES AGAINST PERSON PROPERTY CRIMES0
DRUG CRIMES OTHER2 0
NO. or PRIOR FELONY CONVtCTtONS TOR 
INSTANT OFTEN3E AT CONVICTION
- 0 -
NO. or PREVIOUS FELON COMMITMENTS
VIRGINIA OUT-OF-STATE
MOST RECENT AND SERIOUS PRIOR CRIMINAL ADULT CONyiC^IONS 
DESCRZPTION
Possession of a controlled substance
OFFENSE CODE (VCC)
Possession of a controlled substance
NO. OF PRIOR PROBATIONS
1COMPLETES REVOKED
NO. OF PRIOR PAROLES
COMPLETED
NO.OP PRIOR INCARCERATIONS RECEIVED
UNOER 1 YEAR . I YEAR OR MORE
LAST PREVIOUS ARREST DATE 
iQR RELEASE FROM CONFINEMENT)
06/17/92
(MM/OO/YY)
NO. PRIOR MISDEMEANANT CONVICTIONS
CRIMINAL. CRIMINAL TRAFFIC.
NARRATIVE OF ADULT CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY
On January 28, 1987 the subject was convicted of Possession of a controlled 
substance in the Newport News Circuit Court. The Subject was sentenced to one year 
six months Supervised Probation conditional that he enter a community drug 
rehabilitation program. Gary Ridder was supervised by Probation officer Michael 
Roberts and the probation file shows that his adjustment to probation was good.
His employment was regular and his attendance to probation appointments was good.
The records indicate that Gary Ridder successfully completed the drug rehabilitation 
program.
On September 17, 1991 the Subject was arrested again for Possession of a controlled 
substance. He was sentenced to three years in the State Penitentiary with one year 
2  mons. suspended on the condition of manditory parole. Gary Ridder*s parole 
officer , William Jones, indicated that the subject was resistant to the drug 
therapy mandated as a condition of the parole. The Subject did find employment 
and w o r k l y  s t e a d i l y  t h r o u g h o u t  h i s  p r o b a t i o n  u n t i l  a r r e s t e d  on September  15,  199 2 .
FAMILY/ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION
ovv  R i d d e r :  G ary  Adam
n u m b e r  o r MARITAL STATUS
MARTTAIiRESIDENTIAL
DEPENDENTS
N E V T lf  MARRIED Q 1 M A R R IE D ^ ? SEPARATED C j  3 DIVORCED (_J4
STABILITY 2 WIDOW/ _  DIVORCED/
w idow erLJs rem a r r ixdU *
WIDOWED/ _  
r x m a r x ie d L J t o t h e r Q *  u n k n o w n  0
LIVING STATUS
ALONe Q i  3TKGLX PARENT/HEAD HOUSEHOLD Q  2 WITH SPOUSE 53s WITH PARENT/OTHER RELATIVE OTHER 0 *
LENGTH OP RESIDENCE AT 
CURRENT ADDRESS
6   8m u , IQ N T H S .
LENGTH OP RESIDENCE 
W LOCAL AREA
24m u . MONTHS.
LENGTH OP RESIDENCE 
APART PROM PARENTS
MONTHS
HAS ANY MXMSCR OP
o rrx N o e R ’s  family xvxr
SEEN CONVICTED OP A FELONY 
N oJS  I YES 0  2 UNKNOWN D
SPOUSE NAME/ADDRESS
Ridder: Amanda Walker
NARRATIVE OP PAMlLT/ENVtRONMENTAL INFORMATION
Gary Adam Ridder was born on September 8, 1962 in Dade County,Florida. His family 
moved to Williamsburg, Virginia in May of 1967. The Subject was reared by both 
parents until the age of 23, when he left home. The Subject's parents are upstandin 
members of the community. Robert Ridder, the Subject's father works at the Colleg 
of William & Mary on the grounds keeping staff. Ellen Ridder, the Subject's
mother works at Master's Cleaners.
The Subject was described by his sister as having an average childhood and adolescent 
life. He was always a very social person and appeared to have many friends. It
appears that all emotional and physical needs were met by the family members.- The
Subject graduated frora^Lafayette highschool and attended one year of a community 
college, but did not complete his degree. The Subject moved out of his parents 
- house into an apartment with his girlfriend (now wife) at the age of 23. The 
couple got married the following year.
Amanda and Gary Ridder have two children, ages 2 and 4. Mr. Ridder indicates that 
he supports his family and is loyal to his wife. In speaking with Amanda Ridder, 
it appears as if the home life is good and the children are well cared for. Mrs. 
Ridder works in Colonial Williamsburg and the children are taken care of by Ellen 
Ridder or a regular sitter.
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OFFENDER PERSONAL HISTORY
bet R i d d e r :  G a r y  Adam
EDUCATION
HIGHEST EDUCATION AC H IEV EM EN T Y E A E S  
1 I  J 4 S « T * * 10 U  12
©  14 1ft 1ft 17
N A M E JL O C A T IO N  OF L A S T  SC H O O L  ATTENDED
EDUCATION NARRATIVE
School records indicate that the Subject graduate from Lafayette High School in 
1981 with the minimum number of credits required to graduate. The subject 
claims he attended one year of community college but the records were unobtainable.
MLZTARY HISTORY
N A g r
C U U I N T  MILITARY STATUS  
NOW* Q  t  U S U V I  Q  t a c t i v e
LENGTH o r  SEX VICE 
V t A t l  MONTHS
OATES or S EX VICE
MM/QO/YY TO MM/OOSYY
TYFC o r  DISCHARGE
u n k n o w n 0  h o n o k a s l k Q i  m e d i c a l  O s  g c n c x a l  O j  u n o c s i r a r l e Q a
ftAO C O N O U C tQ s  OtSMONOXAftLE C 3 ft MEM ft EX AT TIME OFTENSE Q 7 NONE Q  ft
M UTA1T HISTORY NARRATIVE
The Subject has never served in any branch of the Armed Forces.
SOOAL/RELIGIQOS
ALTIVIHES
SOCIAL ACTIVITIES
n o n e  srrc in E o  0  i CONSTRUCTIVE NOM«ONSTK UCTtVE f t
RELIGION
aCTTVe Q i  INACTIVE2 1 *  N O N C 0 2
RELIGIOUS rRCTEXENCE
m O T E S T A W T 0 l C A T H O L X cQ l JCWUII Q s  
Q» MUSLIM O ft NO rR E T E X E N C z Q lMOSLEM
OTHER Q  4 
UNKNOWN IZ3
SOCIAL!RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES NARRATIVE
The Subject states t t most of his spare time is spent with his friends or 
with his wife and children.
Reportedly the Subject attends the Morning Star Baptist Church sporadically 
at the request of his wife.
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PERSONAL HISTORY CONTINUED
R i d d e r :  G ary  Adam
EMPLOYMENT
HISTORY
EMPLOYMENT AT TIME Or OFFENSE
TOLL T-m FAST TOLL-TIME __ EE TIE ED/ _  _  
TIME l&ll TIME L i l  STUDENT Q j  HOUSEWIFE Li-* OtSAELED LJS UNEMPLOYED LJ 8
TYPE Or EMPLOYMENT D EscK irnoN o r  occu pa tio n occupation code
_  SEMI* m  r-m 
SKILLED □  1 SKZLLEdKs UNSKILLED (_J3 STUDENT C j * Laborer
LENGTH OP LONGEST EMPLOYMENT
TPAMM ----Z _  MOMTM----4---
LONGEST EMPLOYMENT PERIOD WITHIN PAST TWO YEARS 
TEAKS—J L .  MONTHS 2
EMPLOYMENT EECOKO OVEH'PAST TWO TEAKS
RXOULAK. FEW CHANGES' ® 1  REGULAR. MANY CHANGESQ2 □lkxgulakO s o o o  j o e s  o n l y  O *  n o  w o u c  e e c o k d Q s
EMPLOYMENT HISTO
Ridder was last employed as a construction worker with Ace Construction in Newport 
News, Virgina. He worked there until his arrest on Septemeber. 5, 1992. The employe: 
states that his job performance was good and that his attendance was regular.
He started on July 20, 1991. He earned $5.15 per hour.
From May of 1984 until-September of 1991 Ridder was employed with Colonial Williams­
burg. grounds keeping staff. He worked until MAy Qf 1991. His employers said that 
his attendance was regulary and that he had a pleasent attitude towards the tourist
From June of 1982 until may of 1984 Ridder worked as a painter by an associate of 
his named John Franks. He reports that Mr. Franks is no longer in business and 
has left the state. The closing of the business was the reason for Mr. Ridder 
leaving. He earned' $5.-00 per hour.
From April of 1978 until January of 1981 the Subject was employed as a fry-cook 
and then cashier at the Hardee's located on Richmond road. He earned: $3.75 per 
hour.
FINANCIAL
STATUS
KESIDCNCl
ownQ i e entIS *  o t h e r  O a
CHECXING ACCOUNT 
NO Q  YES S I
SA VtNCS ACCOUNT 
NO Q  YES f i j
CROSS MONTHLY 
INCOME CLAIMED
• $900.00
TOTAL INDEBTEDNESS 
CLAIMED
* $8000.00
TOTAL MONTHLY 
PAYMENTS CLAIMED
• - o -
SOURCE or SUBSISTENCE
j o b O i A S S is T A N c r S Ia  s p o u s e  H j  f a m i l yK1a o t h e r Q s n o n e Q «
FINANCIAL STATUS NAM.tLA.TTVr
Gary Ridder has only one financial asset. He and his wi£e, Amanda own a 1988 
Ford Escort.
Since the arrest of Mr. Ridder his family has had to go on Welfare and government 
subsidized programs for children. His wife is accepting money from her parents 
to make ends meet.
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PERSONAL HISTORY CONTINUED
pgr R i d d e r :  Gary  Adam
HEALTH
INFORMATION
PHYSICAL HEALTH CONDITION 
GOOD S i 1 P A IeQ 2  POOR 0 )
PHYSICAL HANDICAPS 
NO S  YES G
MENTAL HEALTH 
TREATMENT
NO £ 3  YES 0
MENTAL HEALTH 
COMMITMENT
NO 0  YES Q
TYPE or MENTAL HE. 
INPATIENT O l  OUT
ALTH TREATMENT
PATnarrO a n aE
TYPE OP MENTAL HEALTH COMMITMENT
_  COURT OROERED —  
INVOLUWTAEYlJI EVALUATION ( | 2 VOLUNTARY 1_|3 NA
OEUG USE CLAIMED
NOT USED Q  (NO) HEAVY USX O ( Y I )  MODE*.ATE USE S < T 2 ) OCCASIONAL USE Q <Y3) EXTENT UNKNOWN Q  (Y U
□RUG ABUSK APPARENT
wo (2 yes O
d r u g  TUATMINT  
w o  □  y e s  E 3
SYNTHETIC r—  
NARCOTICS U  (YS)
. TYPE OF SURSTANCX CLAiMEO , . . .  j-m CT
j NOT USED Q  (NO) HALLUCINOGENS L j (Yl) HEROIN LJ CY3) OPIUM LJ(Y3> COCAINE US (Y4)
| ORUG TYPE UNKNOWN _  NOT
MARIJUANA ESI (T «  AMPHETAMINES { a  (YT) BARBITURATES ftU CYB) CE.G. HYPNOTIC. SEDATIVE) LJ (VB) A V A IL A B L E  LJ <NA>
AtCOMOL USE CLAIMED
ALCOHOL ABUSE APPARENT 
NO 81 YES G
ALCOHOL TREATMENT 
NO 8  YES G
HEIGHT 
6 ^ 1 f M
WEIGHT
160
COL
■L
(■
OE EYES
ACE Q slueQ brown Q greyGS
LK) (BLOT (BROI (GEY)
greenQ
(GEN)
hazelG pinkG mismatchedQ
(KAZ) (PNK) (MIS)
COLOR MAIK
■LACK Q 
(ILK)
■■OWN □(■KOI *“* BLONDE 8!(■LN) ■EoO(■ESI WHITE O  (WHI) GKEY G (GEY) SANOYQ  (SNY)____ ■AL0 Q  (IA U AUBURN □( A U I I
scaRs. maeju. tattoos
None
HEALTH INFORMATION-NARRATIVE
Ridder is considered to be in good physical health at this time. He has never 
experienced any serious illness nor undergone any major operations, though he did have 
his tonsils out at age 11. The Subject's family reports that he had a normal 
childhood with all.the normal injuries and diseases. The subject is not taking any 
prescribed medication at this time and is not under a doctor's care.
There is no indication the the Subject has ever received any form of mental health 
treatment. Family members deny any significant mental health disease with the family.
Ridder reports that he began using alcohol at the age of 12. He reports that his use 
of alcohol has been sporatic throughout his life. He reports starting to use marijuana 
at the age of 15, but that use has not been strong or often. The Subject reports he 
first used cocaine at the age of 19, but that his usage has only been recreational and 
that he does not have a drug addiction. He claims that he has never used crack because 
he was scared by the reported addictive qualities. He reports having used barbituates 
and amphetamines to help him cope with the everyday stresses of life and that he did 
not use them to get "high". The subject has completedthree out patient community 
based drug treatment programs under the mandate of the court. Each time receiving a 
successfully report from the clinics.
•A
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COMMUNITY SUPERVISION PLAN AND SUMMARY
bftt R i d d e r :  Gary  Adam
COMMUNITY 
SUPERVISION PLAN
R E S I D E N C E  P L A N
□ S P O U S E  A N D  . O T H E R  p -  —x p a r e n t s L J j  s p o u s e  0 2  i  o e p .e n d e n t s  i_U r e l a t i v e s  I— i s  e m p l o y e r ! 6
RESIDENCE EMPLOYMENT
n a m e  Amanda Ridder, wife n a m e
765 Willow Lane
ADDRESS _____________________________________ ADDRESS ______
Williamsburg, VA
TELEPHONE < 555 ) 555 — 5555_____________  TELEPHONE
OFFENDER'S PLAN OF RES TIT UTION
Ridder reports tV.at the cocaine was not his, but that he would like to enter into a 
nore intensive drug treatment, program. He claims that his drug use is only recreational 
}ut that he would like to stop that also.
OFFENDER’S COMMUNITY PLAN TO HELP SELF"
same
COMMUNITY RESOURCES PROPOSED FOR OFFENDER ASSISTANCE
RECOMMENDATION
PRORATIOn Q i  COMMUNITY PLAN Q j  INCARCERATION O s OTHER 0 - *  NO RECOMMENDATION O  !
RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY:
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A p p e n d ix  E 8 0
After reading the hypothetical cases, please answer the questions to the best of your 
ability, while filling out the questionnaires feel free to refer back to the cases as much 
as needed. Remember to answer the question as if you were the judge.
1. How much did Robert L. Smith cause his own actions?
Did not 
Cause
How much could Mr. Smith have changed his actions?
Could not have 
Changed at all
How much could Robert Smith have done other than he did?
Not at all :_____ :______:______:_____ :______:_______:_____ : Totally
To what degree are there reasons that excuse Mr. Smith from blame for robbery?
Not at all :_____ :______:______:_____ :______:_______:_____ : Totally
To what degree are there overwhelming outside forces pushing Robert Smith?
Not at all_________:____ :______:_____ :______:______ :______: Totally
6. How much did Robert Smith have the ability to determine right from wrong when
committing the robbery?
No Complete
Ability_:_______:____ :______:_____ :______:______ :______: Ability
Could have changed 
: Completely
Completely
Caused
To what degree did Mr. Smith intend the robbery?
No Intended
Intent :_____ :______:______ : :______:______: : Completely
To what degree is Robert morally responsible for the actions leading up to the 
robbery?
Not Completely
Responsible :_____ :_____ :______:______:______:______:______: Responsible
9. How much is Mr. Smith to blame for the robbery?
Not at all Completely
To blame : - : : : : : *: : To blame
10. To what extent do you identify with Robert Smith?
Not at all : : : : : : Totally
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After reading the hypothetical cases, please answer the questions to the best of your 
ability, while filling out the questionnaires feel free to refer back to the cases as much 
as needed. Remember to answer the question as if you were the judge.
1. How much did Gary A. Ridder cause his own actions?
Did not Completely
Cause :_____ :_____ :______:______:______:______:______ : Caused
How much could Mr. Ridder have changed his actions?
Could not have Could have changed
Changed at all__:_____:_____ :______:______:_____:_______:______: Completely
How much could Gary Ridder have done other than he did?
Not at all :_____:_____ :______:______:_____:_______:______: Totally
To what degree are there reasons that excuse Mr. Ridder from blame for drunk driving 
and the possession of drugs?
Not at all :_______ _______:___ :______:_____ :______:______ : Totally
To what degree are there overwhelming outside forces pushing Gary Ridder?
Not at all :_____:_____ :______:______:_____:_______:______: Totally
6. How much did Gary Ridder have the ability to determine right from wrong when
driving while intoxicated and possessing drugs?
No Complete
Ability :_____:_____ :______:______:_____:_______:______: Ability
To what degree did Mr. Ridder intend to drive intoxicated and possess illegal drugs?
No Intended
Intent :_____:_____ :______ :______:_____:_______:______: Completely
8. To what degree is Gary morally responsible for the actions leading up to driving
while intoxicated and possessing drugs?
Not Completely
Responsible :_____:_____ :______ :______:_____:_______:______: Responsible
9. How much is Mr. Ridder to blame for driving while intoxicated and possessing drugs?
Not at all Completely
To blame :_____:_____ :______ :______:_____:_______:______: To blame
10. To what extent do you identify with Gary Ridder?
Not at all Totally
Appendix F 82
Please complete the following page to indicate what sentence you would recommend for 
Mr. Smith. For the purposes of this study, only choose one unified sentence from a single
one of the following categories please. Remember to pass sentence as if you were the judge.
Please indicate the sentence you would impose by checking the appropriate lines.
_____  No punishment
Community service
If so, how many hours?
  1-50   51-100
201-250 251-300
101-150
301-350
151-200 
351 or more
House arrest (The defendant must wear a monitor that indicates to police by 
an alarm if s/he leaves the house)
If so, how many months?
1-6
31-36
7-12
37-41
13-18
42-48
19-24
49 or more
25-30
Drug rehabilitation center, outpatient services. 
If so, how many months?
0-3
16-18
4-6
19-21
7-9
22-25
10-12
26-29
13-15 
30 or more
Drug rehabilitation center, inpatient services (incarceration). 
If so, how many months?
0-3
16-18
4-6
19-21
7-9
22-25
10-12
26-29
13-15 
30 or more
Incarceration in a minimum security prison. 
If so how many years?
0- 1
10-11
2-3
12-13
4-5
14-15
6-7
16-18
8-9
19-20 20 or more
Incarceration in a minimum security prison with simultaneous drug rehabilitation 
services.
If so how many years?
0- 1
10-11
2-3
12-13
4-5
14-15
6-7
16-18
8-9
19-20 20 or more
Incarceration in a maximum security prison. 
If so how many years?
0- 1
10-11
2-3
12-13
4-5
14-15
6-7
16-18
8-9
19-20 20 or more
83
  Incarceration in a maximum security prison with simultaneous drug rehabilitation
services.
If so how many years?
  0-1 ___ 2-3 ___ 4-5 ___ 6-7 ___ 8-9
  10-11 ___ 12-13 ___ 14-15 ___  16-18   19-20  20 or more
On a scale from 1 (least sever) to 100 (most severe)please indicate how sever a sentence you 
just imposed on Mr. Smith.
_/100
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Please complete the following page to indicate what sentence you would recommend for 
Mr. Ridder. For the purposes of this study, only choose one unified sentence from a single
one of the following categories please. Remember to pass sentence as if you were the judge.
Please indicate the sentence you would impose by checking the appropriate lines.
  No punishment
Community service
If so, how many hours?
  1-50   51-100
201-250 251-300
101-150
301-350
151-200 
351 or more
House arrest (The defendant must wear a monitor that indicates to police by 
an alarm if s/he leaves the house)
If so, how many months?
1- 6
31-36
7-12
37-41
13-18
42-48
19-24
49 or more
25-30
Drug rehabilitation center, outpatient services. 
If so, how many months?
0-3
16-18
4-6
19-21
7-9
22-25
1 0 - 1 2
26-29
13-15 
30 or more
Drug rehabilitation center, inpatient services (incarceration). 
If so, how many months?
0 - 3
16-18
4-6
19-21
7-9
22-25
10-12
26-29
13-15 
30 or more
Incarceration in a minimum security prison. 
If so how many years?
0- 1
10-11
2-3
12-13
4-5
14-15
6-7
16-18
8-9
19-20 20 or more
Incarceration in a minimum security prison with simultaneous drug rehabilitation 
services.
If so how many years?
0- 1
10-11
2-3
12-13
4-5
14-15
6-7
16-18
8-9
19-20 20 or more
Incarceration in a maximum security prison. 
If so how many years?
0- 1
10-11
2-3
12-13
4-5
14-15
6-7
16-18
8-9
19-20 20 or more
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  Incarceration in a maximum security prison with simultaneous drug rehabilitation
services.
If so how many years?
  0-1 ___ 2-3 ___ 4-5 ___ 6-7 ___ 8-9
  10-11 ___  12-13 ___  14-15 ___ 16-18   19-20  20 or more
On a scale from 1 (least sever) to 100 (most severe)please indicate how sever a sentence you 
just imposed on Mr. Ridder.
/100
Judging Styles 86
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